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ABSTRACT

EMOTION REGULATION, STUDENT ENGAGEMENT, AND BULLYING ROLES

Jaclyn Tennant, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2018
Michelle K. Demaray, Director

Bullying is a group process, and students can be involved in bullying through several
roles (e.g., bully, victim, defender, outsider, assistant). Many of these roles (e.g., victim, bully,
bully-victim) are correlated with negative academic and social-emotional outcomes. Conversely,
defending behavior has been positively correlated with good academic and social-emotional
outcomes. Evidentially, students’ involvement in bullying across the various roles may be
differentially associated with their academic and emotional functioning. This study identified the
latent bullying role profiles (combinations of behaviors across multiple bullying participant
roles) in a sample of middle school students and explored the differences in student engagement
and emotion regulation across the role profiles. Additionally, the current study examined the
associations among five key bullying participant roles (bully, victim, defender, outsider,
assistant) and student engagement and tested whether emotion regulation plays a mediating role
in these associations. The role of gender was controlled in the associations among these
variables. Three latent classes describing bullying role behavior were identified: Uninvolved
students, Victim-Defenders, and Universally Involved students. Differences in emotion
regulation difficulties and student engagement were found across groups. Difficulties in emotion
regulation mediated the associations between student engagement and bullying, victimization,
and outsider behavior, respectively.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Bullying is conceptualized as a group process in which students can engage through
various participant role behaviors. One of the current aims of research surrounding the group
process of bullying is to identify social, emotional, and cognitive factors that are differentially
associated with participant roles. Once factors that differentiate roles from one another have been
identified, information about the factors and their functions can be used to inform interventions.
One potential factor that may distinguish bullying role behaviors from one another is
emotion regulation ability. Youth who defend victims have demonstrated strong emotion
regulation skills while youth who bully and/or are victimized have demonstrated some deficits in
emotion regulation (Barhight, Hubbard, & Hyde, 2013; Janosz et al., 2008; Maeda, 2003; Oh &
Hazler, 2009). The emotion regulation abilities of youth who see but ignore bullying (i.e.,
outsiders) and youth who assist the bullies (i.e., assistants) have not been extensively studied.
Understanding the differences in emotion regulation abilities across bullying roles can be useful
for interventions. For example, if some emotion regulation skills are found to differentiate
between defenders and outsiders, such skills may be a target area for an intervention seeking to
increase the number of students who actively defend victims of bullying. Additionally, better
understanding the emotion regulation difficulties of students who bully others or are victimized
can help researchers and school professionals develop and implement
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interventions designed to help students build skills that will improve their peer relations and
social-emotional and academic functioning.
One component of academic functioning that can be disrupted by involvement in bullying
is student engagement. Strong evidence exists that links victimization to decreased student
engagement (Demanet & Van Houtte, 2012; Iyer, Kochenderfer-Ladd, Eisenberg, & Thompson,
2010; Mehta, Cornell, Fan, & Gregory, 2013; Ripski & Gregory, 2009). However, the
mechanisms underlying this link are not fully understood, and the associations among student
engagement and other bullying roles have not been widely explored. Prior research has found
evidence that emotion dysregulation in the form of internalizing problems mediates the
association between victimization and student engagement (Hoglund, 2007; McLaughlin,
Hatzenbuehler, & Hilt, 2009). The current study aimed to extend this line of research by
examining the potential mediating role of emotion regulation on the associations among five
bullying roles (bully, victim, assistant, defender, and outsider) and student engagement.
Additionally, the current study aimed to contribute new information to the literature by
identifying latent classes of students based on their aggregate involvement in bullying across the
five main roles (bully, victim, defender, assistant, and outsider). The present study also compared
student engagement levels and emotion regulation difficulties across the identified classes to
better understand the emotional and academic functioning of these groups.

CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

For the past two decades, bullying has been acknowledged as a group process.
Researchers have identified many ways in which students can be involved in bullying outside of
the traditional bully-victim dyad. The most commonly accepted bullying roles are those who
bully others, victims of bullying, those who defend victims, assistants and reinforcers of the
bully, and passive bystanders (Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Österman, & Kaukianinen,
1996). Dual roles have also been identified, where a student consistently exhibits the key
behaviors of more than one role at the same time. The most commonly examined dual role is
bully-victim. Psychometric evidence has established the uniqueness of these groups, and
researchers have identified differences in social-emotional and academic correlates of the various
roles. Gender and developmental differences in the distribution of the participant roles have also
been found.

Psychometric Evidence
Multiple bullying roles have been reliably established using several investigative
methods. First, bullying roles have been assigned based on self-report data reflective of students’
involvement in bulling scenarios (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton & Smith, 1999). These roles
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have been validated by correlating them with self-ratings of social acceptance and social
rejection, peer ratings, and estimations of sociometric status (Goossens, Olthof, & Dekker, 2006;
Salmivalli et al., 1996). Scales for assessing bullying role participant behavior have been found
to factor along expected lines and have strong test-retest reliability (Goossens et al., 2006).

Students Who Bully

Students who bully others engage in repeated intentional acts meant to harm another, less
powerful student physically, psychologically, or socially (Olweus, 1993). Interesting trends have
been found among the academic and social-emotional characteristics of students who bully;
while most of the participant roles clearly have either positive or negative outcomes, students
who bully have a mixture of positive and negative outcomes. For instance, students who bully
have been rated as both highly popular and disliked by peers (Pouwels, Lansu, & Cillessen,
2016). The same students are identified by peers as having many valued characteristics as well
(Pouwels et al., 2016). Students in grades six through nine who endorsed bullying behaviors also
displayed high levels of moral disengagement (Almeida, Correia, & Marinho, 2010). Students
who bully others or have a positive opinion of bullying are also more likely than other students
to abuse drugs and alcohol (Quinn, Fitzpatrick, Bussey, Hides, & Chan, 2016). Bullying
behavior is also associated with impulsivity, anger, and depression (Espelage, Bosworth, &
Simon, 2001). Bullying is negatively associated with academic achievement in eighth grade
across numerous countries (Shu-Ling, Stevens, & Ye, 2009). Bullying behavior was also
associated with negative peer influences, less adult supervision and parental discipline, and more
neighborhood safety concerns (Espelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 2000).
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Defenders

Defenders are students who address bullying scenarios by supporting or assisting the
victim (Salmivalli et al., 1996). They may support the victim by trying to cheer them up after the
incident or they may even attempt to end the bullying altogether by confronting the bully.
Although defenders are well liked and have many strengths, they are not rated by peers as
popular or as having as many desirable characteristics as those who bully (Pouwels et al., 2016;
Sainio, Veenstra, Huitsing, & Salmivalli, 2011). Recently, one group of researchers has started to
map distinctions between defenders who stop the aggressor, defenders who support the victim,
and defenders who do both these acts (Reijntjes, Vermande, Olthof, Goossens, Aleva, & van der
Meulen, 2016). Students who reported frequently confronting the bully and supporting the victim
were more likely to be female than male, were well liked by peers, and had large amounts of
social status. Students who reported only supporting victims formed a larger group than
defenders who engaged in both behaviors; they were also predominantly female and well liked
but were lower in social status than the former group. Contrastingly, students who defended
mainly by confronting the bully were more likely to be male than female; also, although they had
high social status, they were not well liked and also engaged in bullying themselves. Defenders
consistently display higher levels of prosocial behavior than those who bully or students who
assist or reinforce bullying behaviors (Crapanzano, Frick, Childs, & Terranova, 2011). Students
who have positive perceptions of defending also reported low levels of moral disengagement
(Almeida et al., 2010). Defenders also appear to be emotionally stable and have high social selfefficacy, although this may be limited to the students who confront bullies. Positive adult role
models are associated with less bullying behavior (Espelage et al., 2000).

6

Victims

Many students experience victimization or targeted, purposeful, and repeated aggression
from a peer; in fact, prevalence rates range from 6-10% for frequent victims (those who are
recipients of hostile acts at least weekly) to 30-60% for occasional victims (Smith & Shu, 2000).
Victimized students are often in weak positions of social power and usually socially rejected or
do not belong to a large social network (Pouwels et al., 2016; Salmivalli, Huttunen, &
Lagerspetz, 1997). Surprisingly, when other bullying role behavior is controlled for,
victimization is not associated with tobacco or alcohol use (Quinn et al., 2016). Being defended
can change outcomes for victims. Slightly more than 70% of victims had at least one defender
and being defended was protective for victims’ social status and adjustment (Sainio et al., 2011).
That said, the majority of victims have negative outcomes which can include greater emotional
and behavioral dysregulation, negative peer beliefs, hostile behavior, and other incidences of
externalizing and internalizing problems (Bradshaw, Waasdorp, & O’Brennan, 2013;
McLaughlin et al., 2009; Rudolph, Troop-Gordon, & Flynn, 2009) as well as impairments in
school functioning (Hoglund, 2007).

Assistants/Reinforcers

Some students do not engage in bullying themselves but do follow or support students
who bully. These students are called assistants to the bully if they help the bully victimize
another student (e.g., by holding the victim in place or passing a mean note) or reinforcers if they
encourage the bullying behavior (e.g., by laughing when someone is shoved or listening to
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rumors; Salmivalli et al., 1996). Assistants and reinforcers appear to have similar outcomes to
those who bully. The three roles are strongly intercorrelated at single time points and over time
and have similar associations with conduct problems, callous-unemotional traits, and personal
opinions about aggression (Crapanzano et al., 2011). Like students who bully, followers of
bullies are more likely to engage in smoking and drinking than students in other bullying roles
(Quinn et al., 2016).

Passive Bystanders

Passive bystanders are also known as outsiders. This role characterizes students who
observe bullying but choose not to involve themselves and ignore it instead (Salmivalli et al.,
1996). Similar to victims, passive bystanders or outsiders are in a weak social position (Pouwels
et al., 2016). Compared to victims, however, outsiders were rated by peers as less aggressive,
better liked, and more prosocial (Pouwels et al., 2016). Outsider behavior was not significantly
associated with alcohol or tobacco use (Quinn et al., 2016). Although outsiders appear to have
better outcomes than most students who are involved in bullying, they do not have better
outcomes than defenders.

Bully-Victims and Other Dual Roles

The most commonly observed dual role in the research is the bully-victim role. Bullyvictims are students who experience significant victimization and also engage in aggressive acts
against others. Compared to nonbullied victims, bully-victims have poor emotion regulation and
short tempers. They are impulsive, engage in high levels of both proactive and reactive
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aggression, and are not as socially skilled as defenders or pure bullies (Salmivalli & Nieminen,
2002; Schwartz, Proctor, & Chien, 2001). Negative outcomes associated with this role include
poor academic achievement and internalizing and externalizing problems (Kelly et al., 2015).
Bully-victims in middle school reported higher levels of antisocial attitudes than uninvolved
students (Williford, Boulton, & Jenson, 2014). Students’ bullying role behavior is often
dependent on the attitudes and behavior of members of their in-group. Students will often defend
their friends and victimize students who bully their friends, and defenders are also at risk to be
victimized by the bullies they confront (Huitsing, Snijders, Van Duijn, & Veenstra, 2014). Other
dual roles likely exist beyond the bully-victim. Although, bully-victims tend to have the worst
outcomes of all bullying roles, it is unclear what other dual roles commonly exist and whether
they face the same negative consequences.

Gender Differences

Sex differences in the distribution of bullying roles have been frequently found. Boys are
more frequently classified in aggressive roles, as the bully or reinforcer or assistant. Girls, on the
other hand, are more frequently classified as defenders or outsiders (Goossens et al., 2006;
Salmivalli et al., 1996). These gender differences are stable across new and familiar peer groups
(Salmivalli, Lappalainen, & Lagerspetz, 1998). Rates of bullying seem to be equal for boys and
girls, but some researchers have found that bullying is more stable across time for boys
(Crapanzano et al., 2011). Additionally, boys who bully display lower levels of prosocial
behavior than female students who bully (Crapanzano et al., 2011), and boys, on average, report
greater acceptance of physical aggression than do girls, on average (Gini, 2006a). Defenders are
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typically the same gender as victims, but most bullies are boys who victimize both girls and boys
(Huitsing et al., 2014; Sainio et al., 2011).

Developmental Trends

For young adolescents, students in 8th through 10th grades, bullying roles appear to be
moderately consistent across new and familiar settings (Salmivalli et al., 1998). Despite general
stability in roles, interestingly, students’ bullying role behavior is better predicted by the
behavior of their current peers than by their own historical behavior (Salmivalli et al., 1998).
Younger students from grades four and five are more likely to be defenders than older students
from grade six (Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). If students receive intervention in elementary
school, they may move from involved to uninvolved roles at the transition to middle school.
However, bullies with higher levels of depression during elementary school are less likely to
move to an uninvolved role during middle school (Williford et al., 2014). Additionally, negative
expectancies for outcomes following engagement in bullying behavior during elementary school
predict role classification as a bully-victim during middle school (Lester, Cross, Shaw, &
Dooley, 2012). Across cultures, elementary school students perceive bullying as more
problematic than do middle school students, on average (Shu-Ling et al., 2009).
Researchers have now acknowledged the importance of conceptualizing bullying as a
group process with more roles than victim and bully. The most commonly considered roles
currently are students who bully, victims, defenders, assistants and reinforcers to the bully,
outsiders, and bully-victims. Most of these roles can be distinguished from each other by their
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correlated behaviors, traits, and outcomes. Overall, the students who are involved in bullying in
the key roles (e.g., bully, victim, and bully-victim) experience the most negative outcomes, with
bully-victims having the worst social-emotional and academic functioning. Reinforcers and
assistants experience some negative outcomes similar to students who bully. Defenders, on the
other hand, experience many positive outcomes. Passive bystanders, uninvolved students, and
outsiders mostly experience positive outcomes but are not as socially adept as defenders.
As described above, involvement in bullying can affect a student’s social-emotional and
academic functioning. One important academic outcome that may differ across groups is student
engagement. Student engagement is a valuable outcome for researchers to study because it is
strongly predictive of both academic achievement and graduation rates. Students who are
involved in bullying in negative ways (e.g., they are victimized or bully others, assist the bully)
may demonstrate low student engagement, which puts them at risk for academic failure and
dropout.

Student Engagement

The conceptualization of student engagement used in this work follows Fredricks and
colleagues’ (2004) model. This model includes three types of student engagement: emotional,
cognitive, and behavioral. Affective engagement reflects the level of interest students have in
school, the amount of value they place on education, and type of emotions students feel in regard
to school. Cognitive engagement represents a student’s intrinsic motivation for learning.
Students with high levels of cognitive engagement are likely to put forth large amounts of effort
toward school assignments and persevere to overcome challenges. Finally, behavioral
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engagement includes following school rules and participating in the school community. It is
reflected in behaviors such as completing homework on time, speaking during class discussions,
joining school clubs, and asking questions in class.
Student engagement is imperative to academic achievement. Student engagement has
been found to significantly predict better reading and math performance and fewer problem
behaviors at school (Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Bodovski & Farkas, 2007; Lee,
2014). Engaged students are also more likely to seek mastery and persevere through difficulties
(Archambault, Janosz, Fallu, & Pagani, 2009; Walker & Greene, 2009). Relatedly, student
engagement is negatively associated with poor attendance and dropping out of high school
(Archambault et al., 2009; Christenson & Thurlow, 2004). Notably, the positive impact of
student engagement appears to persist across social and socio-economic classes (Appleton et al.,
2008). Unfortunately, many students report being bored rather than interested in school. Because
of the many positive outcomes of student engagement, it is important to understand factors that
underlie and promote student engagement. Student engagement may be increased by improving
students’ underlying academic enabling skills.

Self-Regulation and Emotion Regulation

One individual characteristic that is malleable and facilitates student engagement is
emotion regulation. Emotion regulation is a component of self-regulation. While self-regulation
is defined broadly as using executive functions such as attentional control and working memory
to plan, monitor, control one’s actions, emotion regulation is a discrete component of selfregulation that describes the ability to monitor, understand, and change one’s emotional

12

experience and expression (Bronson, 2000; Gross & Thompson, 2007). Self-regulation facilitates
learning in school, engaging in proper social behavior, following directions, and solving
problems (Bronson, 2000).
Self-regulation has been positively linked with student engagement. For example, in
order to be engaged in classroom instruction, students need to be able to focus on what the
teacher is saying and filter out extraneous stimuli; this skill requires the attentional control
component of self-regulation (Rueda, Posner, & Rothbart, 2005). Furthermore, as with students
who have higher rates of engagement, students with stronger attentional control skills have
greater academic achievement and are more likely to graduate high school than those with weak
attentional control skills (Blair & Razza, 2007; Vitaro, Brendgen, Larose, & Tremblay, 2005).
As general self-regulation appears to underlie student engagement, it follows that emotion
regulation would facilitate student engagement in instances when students must monitor and
control their feelings and expressions to optimally interact and perform at school.
Although interest in the impact of self-regulation on learning is strong, only a few studies
have examined the specific impact of emotion regulation on learning-related constructs. One set
of researchers has developed a socio-cognitive model of the development of academic emotions
that contends that emotions result from the appraisal of aspects of an educational environment
and influence future appraisal of the environment (Pekrun, 2000). Based on this model, students
can be presumed to regulate their emotions by attending to different elements of the environment
or changing how they think about the environment, two common emotion regulation processes
according to Gross (1998). Therefore, students should theoretically be able to regulate their
emotions in order to change their engagement with academic materials.
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Indeed, Pekrun and colleagues (2002) found evidence to support a causal relationship
between academic emotions and engagement from a meta-analysis of more than 800 empirical
studies. Specifically, the researchers found evidence that activating emotions (emotions that
inspire action either toward or away from a stimulus) could alter academic motivation and
engagement in tasks. Students can induce certain activating emotions in themselves by repeating
positive cognitions such as, “I am going to enjoy doing this experiment with my lab partner and
grow as a speaker when I present our findings to the class,” or negative cognitions such as,
“Completing this experiment is going to be so much work, we probably won’t get accurate
results anyway, and then I will embarrass myself in front of the whole class.” According to the
socio-cognitive model of emotions and academic motivation, the positive emotions will inspire
the student to invest energy and persevere through challenges while the negative emotions will
prompt the student to avoid the task and dread the academic experience (Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, &
Perry, 2002). Overall, positive emotions such as enjoyment, hope, and pride consistently
correlated positively with academic motivation and effort while boredom, hopelessness, anger,
shame, and anxiety correlated negatively with motivation and effort. Based on this information,
student engagement can be improved by students increasing levels of positive emotions,
particularly activating ones, and decreasing levels of negative emotions.
Emotion regulation has been heavily implicated in bullying and victimization but less
examined in relation to other bullying roles. Student engagement levels can capture an important
consequence of involvement in school bullying scenarios. However, this construct has also been
primarily examined with reference to victims and bullies.
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Emotion Regulation and Affective Engagement

Based on prior literature, emotion regulation can affect emotional engagement by
moderating feelings of closeness to members of the school population as well as perceptions of
school climate. For starters, it seems that students who regulate their own learning behavior are
more likely to experience positive emotions, or vice versa, while having one’s learning
experience controlled by someone else (like a teacher) was associated with negative emotions
(like boredom and anger; Pekrun et al., 2002). Thus, the simple act of regulating one’s own
emotions may cause students to enjoy school more, have more positive feelings about school,
and be more emotionally engaged than students who do not self-regulate. Second, how one
appraises the school climate or interactions with teachers and peers relates to levels of affective
engagement. Students who perceive the school environment as safe and warm and have good
relationships with their teachers and peers are more engaged than those students who appraise
the school climate as unsafe and cold or have discord with teachers and peers (Card & Hodges,
2008). Finally, the manner in which students regulate their emotions during interactions with
teachers and peers can affect their student engagement. For example, when a conflict arises,
students who manage the expression of their negative emotions and maintain composure will
likely have more positive experiences and less discord with others in the school (Mayer &
Salovey, 1995). Positive experiences with others in the schools contributes to a sense of school
belonging and, ultimately, affective engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004). In conclusion, students
can change their affective engagement using their emotion regulation skills by merely regulating
their emotions in the first place, changing their appraisal of the school climate and their
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relationships with school personnel and classmates, and moderating their emotional expression to
maximize positive interactions limits negative interactions with others in the school.

Emotion Regulation and Cognitive Engagement

Emotion regulation ability may also impact cognitive engagement. Researchers have
found that self-regulation is positively related to grades (a common indicator of academic
achievement) for students who report enjoyment and pride, but not for students who reported low
levels of enjoyment or pride (Villavicencio & Bernardo, 2013). Self-regulation was defined in
this study as behaviors that reflected intrinsic motivation to learn. Intrinsic motivation to learn is
a component of cognitive engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004) and, based on this study, appears
to be beneficial for students only when they are experiencing positive emotions. Therefore,
cognitive engagement would likely be bolstered by emotion regulation because students with
strong emotion regulation abilities would be able to induce and maintain feelings of enjoyment
and pride. Researchers have also found that when students experienced positive feelings (e.g.,
excitement, curiosity, or enjoyment) related to an academic task, they focused more attention on
said task relative to when they experienced negative task-related emotions like boredom or anger
(Pekrun, Goetz, Daniels, Stupnisky, & Perry, 2010). Additionally, memory recall, a potential
reflection of how much effort a student has invested in learning material, is generally mood
congruent such that students in a negative mood state are primed to recall negative task and selfinformation. Students in a positive mood, on the other hand, are more capable of retrieving
positive self-appraisal and task information from their memories (Olafson & Ferraro, 2001).
Finally, positive academic emotions are related to the use of metacognitive strategies,
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elaboration, organization, and critical thinking, hallmarks of cognitive engagement (Pekrun et al.,
2002). Conversely, negative emotions such as anxiety and anger, are positively correlated with
more rigid and less productive learning strategies such as rote rehearsal (Pekrun et al., 2002).
Students who are adept at regulating their academic emotion, can raise levels of cognitive
engagement by inducing positive emotions that inspire optimal learning strategies and effort and
reducing negative emotions which may stifle higher order learning strategies.

Emotion Regulation and Behavioral Engagement

Emotions also affect students’ behavior in school and when working on academic
material. First, as mentioned earlier, positive activating (arousing) emotions, like enjoyment, are
positively related to the amount of effort students allot for a task. Conversely, negative activating
emotions such as anger and shame are sometimes negatively associated with effort or behavioral
engagement. However, in certain cases, negative activating emotions can encourage students to
put forth additional effort in order to avoid continued feelings of shame, for instance
(Linnenbrink, 2007; Pekrun et al., 2010). Second, positive emotions are consistently negatively
correlated with task-irrelevant thinking or mind wandering, and negative emotions are positively
correlated with task-irrelevant thinking. It seems that positive emotions are linked to directing
greater attention to the task while negative emotions are associated with off-task behavior and
therefore linked to lower behavioral engagement.

17

Gender Differences in Emotion Regulation and Student Engagement

Emotional expression, a manifestation of emotion regulation, reflects differences between
boys and girls, with girls showing more positive emotions as well as more internalizing
behaviors on average than boys (Chaplin & Adlao, 2013). The social acceptability of emotional
expression also differs for boys and girls; for example, the ability to neutralize negative emotions
was significantly associated with social acceptance for boys but not girls (Rose & Rudolph,
2006; Young, 2001). Girls and boys also differ in their use of emotion regulation strategies;
females, for example, ruminate more frequently than do males while men tend to suppress their
emotions more often than do women (Tamres, Janicki, & Helgeson, 2002). Gender also predicts
different deficits in emotion regulation (Neumann, van Lier, Gratz, & Koot, 2010). Specifically,
girls demonstrated more difficulty in maintaining goal-directed behavior while experiencing
negative emotions, using a variety of adaptive strategies, and understanding their feelings than
did boys even though boys’ and girls’ overall difficulty across various emotion regulation
components was similar (Weinberg & Klonsky, 2009).
The school experience can frequently differ for girls and boys, which may lead to gender
differences in student engagement. Girls have historically demonstrated more effortful
engagement (e.g., involvement in learning tasks) and conduct engagement (e.g., prosocial
behavior and following school rules), two subtypes of Fredricks’s behavioral engagement
construct (Hughes et al., 2008). Additionally, girls and boys also perceive opportunities for
interest, challenge, choice, and enjoyment in their classroom activities differently. Interest,
challenge, choice, and enjoyment reflect elements of emotional and cognitive engagement.
Specifically, girls reported finding their classroom activities significantly more interesting and
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enjoyable than did boys through grades 3 to 8 (Gentry, Gable, & Rizza, 2002). Researchers
speculate that these gender differences in reported interest and enjoyment translate into gender
differences in motivation, with girls viewed as more motivated and engaged than boys.

Developmental Trends in Emotion Regulation and Student Engagement

Because emotion regulation relies on the activation of the prefrontal cortex, there are
developmental differences in emotion regulation that extend from toddlerhood to later adulthood
(Diamond, 2002). At a young age, parents and other adults often have to help children regulate
their emotions through comforting words, actions, and objects and by selecting the majority of
their environment (situations) for them (Gross & Thompson, 2007). As children age, they
accumulate experiences that help them learn how to regulate their emotions (Goleman, 1997).
Furthermore, just before puberty, the prefrontal cortex begins a growth spurt, giving early
adolescents additional neural resources to regulate their emotions and employ more sophisticated
emotion regulation strategies like cognitive reappraisal (Giedd et al., 1999; McRae et al., 2012).
In addition to marking a critical period for the development of emotion regulation, early
adolescence is also fraught with an increasing number of stressors and emotionally laden
experiences in school and relationships, making emotion regulation skills necessary for adaptive
social and academic functioning.
Student engagement appears to decline from elementary school to middle school. Female
and male students reported lower levels of both interest and enjoyment with each subsequent
year from 3rd to 8th grade. Students in grades 6-8 also reported fewer opportunities for choice in
classroom activities than did students in grades 3-5 (Gentry et al., 2002). Unfortunately, students
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desire greater autonomy as they age, so increasing opportunities for choice and fostering interest
and enjoyment in curriculum would likely improve student motivation and engagement, leading
to greater academic achievement and reduced risk of dropout (Pianta, 2009). Increasing amounts
of interpersonal stress and the complexity of social relationships are other factors that may be
driving reduced levels of student engagement during adolescence.
Emotion regulation skills facilitate successful school performance throughout a person’s
life but may be particularly necessary during the tumultuous experience of early adolescence or
while experiencing significant levels of social stress. Therefore, it is important to consider
students’ emotion regulation skills when evaluating their school performance and while
searching for solutions when students experience difficulties in school. Likewise, it is important
to understand students’ engagement levels. Although research on the emotion regulation and
student engagement of various bullying roles is scarce, these two constructs may help distinguish
the bullying roles from each other. Emotion regulation has been heavily implicated in bullying
and victimization but less examined in relation to other bullying roles. Student engagement
levels can capture an important consequence of involvement in school bullying scenarios.
However, this construct has also been primarily examined with reference to victims and bullies.
Understanding the particular associations among various bullying roles and emotion regulation
and student engagement will help practitioners intervene with each role in a targeted manner.
Currently, there is a dearth of information regarding the emotion regulation ability and student
engagement of those involved with bullying outside of the bully-victim dyad. Further research is
needed in these areas. The current research findings regarding the student engagement and
emotion regulation of various bullying roles is summarized below.
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Student Engagement and Students Who Bully and Their Followers

The findings regarding students who bully and school engagement are mixed. One study
found that students who bully were less supported by peers than bystanders, but other studies
found that students who bully reported similar quality relationships as uninvolved students
(Demanet & Van Houtte, 2012; Flaspohler, Elfstrom, Vanderzee, Sink, & Birchmeier, 2009).
Because students who bully can be socially competent, popular, and supported by peers, they
may feel high levels of school belonging that increase their affective engagement. Students who
bully others and their assistants and reinforcers may have lower rates of behavioral engagement
because they have low rates of moral engagement and feel comfortable breaking school rules
such as engaging in aggressive behavior (Fredricks et al., 2004).

Student Engagement and Victims

Victims of school bullying are likely to disengage from school, participating in fewer
classroom activities and academic tasks and refusing to go to school, which can have detrimental
effects on their academic achievement (Iyer, Kochenderfer-Ladd, Eisenberg, & Thompson, 2010;
Janosz, Archambault, Pagani, Pascal, Morin, & Bowen, 2008; Totura, Karver, & Gesten, 2014).
Perceptions of bullying as a problem at school and personal perceptions of victimization are both
negatively associated with commitment to school (Mehta et al., 2013; Ripski & Gregory, 2009).
Victims are likely to be peer rejected and, consequently, have low levels of affective engagement
(Demanet & Van Houtte, 2012). Additionally, a negative association has been found between life
satisfaction and cognitive engagement (Lewis, Huebner, Malone, & Valois, 2011). Victims of
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school bullying are likely not highly satisfied with their lives and may have decreased cognitive
engagement as a result. Victims of bullying may also be too upset by their negative peer
interactions to properly attend to their school tasks, demonstrating low behavioral engagement
(Fredricks et al., 2004). Unless they have peer and teacher support or positive coping strategies,
it is likely victims of bullying will experience reduced affective, cognitive, and behavioral
engagement (Demanet & Van Houtte, 2012).

Student Engagement and Bully-Victims

Bully-victims may demonstrate the lowest levels of student engagement across all of the
bullying roles. For example, their affective engagement has been calculated to be worse than all
other roles; out of all bullying roles, bully-victims feel the least attached to peers, parents, and
the school as well as less supported by teachers (Demanet & Van Houtte, 2012). Also, like pure
victims, bully-victims likely have lower than average life satisfaction, which is associated with
low cognitive engagement (Lewis et al., 2011). Furthermore, like victims, much of their attention
is probably distracted by the negative feelings caused by the bullying incidents, and bullyvictims may have a harder time redirecting their attention to academic tasks than victims and
students in other roles because they have problems regulating their emotional experiences
(Kochenderfer-Ladd & Ladd, 2001). Overall, it seems that bully-victims experience similar
negative effects on student engagement as victims, but perhaps to a more severe degree.
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Student Engagement and Defenders and Outsiders

Although little research has been conducted on the student engagement of defenders and
outsiders, associations can be extrapolated from other knowledge regarding bystander behavior.
For instance, bystanders are more likely to defend a victim if they have a relationship with that
student (Oh & Hazler, 2009). Consequently, it could be presumed that affective student
engagement, characterized by relationships with peers at school and feelings of school
belonging, is positively associated with defending behavior. Bystanders who are not involved in
bullying scenarios can still be negatively affected by witnessing them. Observing school violence
was negatively associated with school adjustment and engagement (Janosz et al., 2008). Passive
and active bystanders may experience reductions in student engagement simply because they
witness bullying; however, actively defending peers can improve peer relationships, may
improve the teacher’s perception of the bystander, and may give bystanders a sense of
accomplishment that keeps them from being distraught or distracted during class.

Gender and Developmental Differences in Student Engagement Across Bullying Roles

As with emotion regulation, few researchers have explored the unique gender and
developmental differences in the associations among student engagement and bullying roles.
However, one study has found that victimization and student-teacher conflict interact to affect
student engagement differently for boys and girls (Archambault, Kurdi, Olivier, & Goulet,
2016). Overall, more associations were found between social problems and behavioral
engagement for boys and social problems and affective engagement for girls. Researchers also
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identified a developmental trend for student engagement and victimization. Specifically, for
students who experience frequent victimization, cognitive and behavioral engagement decrease
throughout middle school (Veiga & Caldeira, 2014). Although more research needs to be done to
investigate and understand gender and developmental trends in the associations among student
engagement and bullying roles, initial evidence collected regarding victimization does suggest
that the relationships may differ for boys and girls and students of different ages.
Bullying roles can be differentiated based on their emotion regulation skills.
Understanding the emotion regulation skills of the various roles can also help researchers to
better understand students’ motivations and functioning. Additionally, by examining differences
in an important academic outcome, student engagement, and its associations with emotion
regulation skills across roles, researchers can begin to determine the type and intensity of
intervention each role requires.

Emotion Regulation and Students Who Bully and Their Followers

Generally, students who bully are viewed as having poor emotion regulation abilities
(Shields & Cicchetti, 2010). Poor emotion regulation is positively associated with aggressive
behavior based on teachers’ ratings (Ramsden & Hubbard, 2002). Students who bully often
engage in emotional manipulation of peers when they intend to intimidate the victim for personal
gain (Mahady-Wilton, Craig, & Pepler, 2000). In fact, students who bullied have reported that
they find it easy to use aggression and verbal persuasion to get their way (Camodeca &
Goossens, 2004). The same group of bullies also interpreted ambiguous situations as hostile and
reported retaliating through anger more than students who are not involved in bullying. Bullying
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is positively associated with an inability to control mood shifts and chronic emotional negativity
(Garner & Hinton, 2010). One study that explored the emotional competence of bullies, victims,
and bully-victims found that bullies and bully-victims displayed worse emotion regulation skills
than non-bullies and victims (Garner & Hinton, 2010). Poor self-regulation early in life was
associated with antisocial behavior during early adolescence (Trentacosta & Shaw, 2009).
Surprisingly, one study with early adolescents did not find deficits in emotional understanding
among students who bullied others (Baroncelli & Ciucci, 2014). This result differs from the
conclusion that aggressive students have poor social competence and are likely to inappropriately
interpret others’ actions as hostile. That said, a line of evidence does exist that suggests that
students who bully others do in fact have strong social skills and do not struggle to correctly
appraise others’ emotions (Sutton, Smith, & Swettenham, 1999). Rather than having poor
emotion regulation skills across the board, students who bully appear to be capable of emotional
awareness and understanding such that they can use emotions to manipulate others. However, the
fact that they choose antisocial means to achieve their goals and demonstrate both emotional
lability and angry retaliation indicates that students who bully likely have deficits in controlling
their emotional expression and selecting appropriate strategies.

Emotion Regulation and Victims

Like students who bully others, victims also display problems with emotion regulation
(Shields & Cicchetti, 2010). Poor emotion regulation skills can prompt a student to be
victimized. For instance, poor self-regulation early in life was associated with peer rejection
during early adolescence (Trentacosta & Shaw, 2009). Additionally, poor emotion regulation
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skills appear to worsen outcomes of victimization. First, violent victimization is associated with
negative social consequences through the pathway of poor emotion regulation capacity
(Schwartz & Proctor, 2000). Second, based on observational data, almost 50% of victims engage
in coping strategies that prolong or escalate a bullying scenario instead of resolve it (MahadyWilton et al., 2000). Third, similar to students who bully, victims are more prone to hostile
interpretations and angry retaliation than uninvolved students, but unlike those who bully,
victims do not find it easy to use verbal persuasion to achieve their social goals (Camodeca &
Goossens, 2004). Finally, victims’ emotion regulation abilities play a large role in determining
their later social-emotional and academic outcomes. Victimized children with emotion regulation
deficits are at risk for the development of psychosocial problems following peer rejection
(Kochenderfer-Ladd et al., 2009). Emotion regulation and victimization have a complex and
cyclical relationship in which deficits in emotion regulation can instigate victimization, prompt
greater negative feelings post victimization, and encourage chronic victimization.
Although most studies utilize a composite emotion regulation variable, consisting of
several skills, some researchers have found connections between specific emotion regulation
skills and victimization. For example, students who are low in effortful control, the ability to
monitor and change one’s attentional focus, are more likely to be victimized, presumably
because their effortful control difficulties are also likely to cause deficits in social competence
(Kochenderfer-Ladd, Ladd, & Kochel, 2009). Additionally, impulsivity is positively correlated
with victimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd et al., 2009). Students who have difficulty inhibiting
inappropriate behaviors may be likely to engage in actions that annoy their peers or make them
stand out, leading to them being victimized.
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Emotion Regulation and Bully-Victims

Even more so than pure victims or students who bully but are not victimized, bullyvictims are likely to have emotion regulation difficulties (Schwartz, 2000; Toblin, Schwartz,
Gorman, & Abiou-ezzeddine, 2005). Perhaps most commonly, bully-victims demonstrate
deficits in controlling their emotions after being victimized. For example, bully-victims may
represent students who respond with reactive aggression when victimized (Kochenderfer-Ladd &
Ladd, 2001). This coping strategy is maladaptive, however, because responding with overt
displays of anger or sadness in response to victimization is likely to provide positive
reinforcement for the bully. Therefore, poor emotion regulation is likely to result in chronic
victimization for the reactive student.

Emotion Regulation and Defenders

Converse to those who bully, defenders are adept at understanding moral emotions (Gini,
2006b). Peer nominated defenders were found to have significantly higher emotion regulation
than peer nominated bullies and followers (assistants and reinforcers; Maeda, 2003).
Interestingly, active bystanders are not only likely to have better emotion regulation than passive
bystanders, they also experience more emotions when viewing bullying scenes than do passive
bystanders (Barhight, Hubbard, & Hyde, 2013). These trends could indicate that defenders have
better emotional awareness and clarity than outsiders, wherein defenders recognize the pain that
the victims of bullying experience, empathize with them, and are inspired to intervene
(Pöyhönen, Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 2010).
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Emotion Regulation and Outsiders

Outsiders and passive bystanders displayed similar emotion regulation skills to defenders
in some cases (Camodeca & Goossens, 2004) but relative skills deficits in others. For example,
although empathetic, outsiders were more likely to experience empathetic distress, where they
suffer anxiety and other internalizing problems after observing bullying scenes (Rieffe &
Camodeca, 2016). Defenders, on the other hand, possibly because they have more social selfefficacy than passive bystanders, are able to regulate their emotions so that they can use the
empathy they feel for victims of bullying to facilitate helping behaviors (Pöyhönen et al., 2010;
Rieffe & Camodeca, 2016). Overall, it appears that outsiders have some strengths regarding
emotion regulation, such as emotional awareness, that help them empathize with victims, but
they also have deficits which make it difficult for them to employ adaptive coping strategies or
accomplish a goal (e.g., supporting a victim or confronting a bully).

Gender Differences in Emotion Regulation Across Bullying Roles

Few studies have examined gender and developmental differences in the function of
emotion regulation across bullying roles. However, gender differences in emotion regulation
have been found. Specifically, girls display higher emotional awareness and less frequent
impulsivity and negativity than do boys (Chapple & Johnson, 2007; Gratz & Roemer, 2004).
Emotion regulation differences between the genders may explain gender distributions across
bullying roles. For example, because girls display better emotional awareness, it logically
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follows that more girls than boys fit the defender role, which is defined by high levels of moral
engagement and empathy (e.g., understanding how another person is feeling).

Developmental Differences in Emotion Regulation Across Bullying Roles

As for developmental differences, one large cross-sectional study involving over 24,000
students in elementary, middle, and high school found that high school students are less likely to
display the aggressive impulsivity characteristic of reactive bully-victims (O’Brennan,
Bradshaw, & Sawyer, 2008). Generally, students’ emotion regulation abilities improve as they
age and the prefrontal cortex develops (McRae et al., 2012). Therefore, much of the emotion
regulation problems that characterize bullying roles may decrease as students age. However, high
school students involved in bullying also displayed the greatest risk for internalizing problems,
which may reflect the consequences of earlier deficits in emotion regulation (O’Brennan et al.,
2008).

Purpose of Current Study

One purpose of the current study was to examine the student engagement and emotion
regulation profiles of students involved in various bullying roles. Findings from this study will
enable a better understanding of the academic and social-emotional functioning of students
involved in bullying and may provide important information for developing targeted
interventions. A second purpose of the current study was to examine the role of emotion
regulation in the associations among bullying roles and student engagement. Because it is
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teachable, emotion regulation is a potential intervention area that could be targeted to improve
outcomes for those involved in bullying.

Research Questions
The current study attempted to answer the following research questions: 1. What are the
naturally occurring bullying participant behavior roles and dual roles in this sample? 2. What are
the associated emotion regulation and student engagement profiles of the latent bullying roles? 3.
Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association between bullying and student
engagement? 4. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association between victimization
and student engagement? 5. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association between
assisting and student engagement? 6. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association
between defending and student engagement? 7. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the
association between outsider behavior and student engagement?

Research Predictions

1. What are the naturally occurring bullying participant behavior roles and dual roles in this
sample?

No specific predictions were made regarding what combinations of bullying role
behavior would be identified because the latent profile analysis methodology has not been used
frequently enough under the same conditions to establish a reliable pattern of bullying role
profiles. Several studies have used latent class analysis or latent profile analysis to identify
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classes of students based on experiences of various types of victimization (Nylund, Bellmore,
Nishina, & Graham, 2007; Shao, Liang, Yuan, & Bian, 2014). Additionally, two studies used
latent class analysis to identify latent classes of those involved (or not) in bullying through the
victim and bully roles (Lovegrove, Henry, & Slater, 2012; Williford, Brisson, Bender, Jenson,
Forrest-Bank, 2011). Both studies identified four unique classes (bullies/aggressors, victims,
bully/aggressor-victims, and uninvolved students). Another study examined groups varying on
levels of cyberbullying and victimization (Betts, Gkimitzoudis, Spenser, & Baguley, 2016) and
identified an uninvolved group, a group that was rarely involved, a typical victim group, and a
group of retaliators (those who cyberbullied others after first being victimized). Interestingly, no
pure bully group was identified through the cluster analysis. Overall, too few studies have
conducted a latent class or profile analysis to identify classes based on involvement in all five
major bullying participant roles (e.g., bully, victim, defender, assistant, and outsider) to make
strong predictions regarding expected classes incorporating all five roles.

2. What are the associated emotion regulation and student engagement profiles of the latent
bullying roles?

Based on findings from previous research regarding the psychosocial adjustment of
students involved in bullying, it was hypothesized that bullying role classes characterized by
high rates of defending would have lower rates of each type of emotion regulation difficulties
and higher rates of student engagement than the other groups (Barhight, Hubbard, & Hyde, 2013;
Gini, 2006b; Janosz et al., 2008; Maeda, 2003; Oh & Hazler, 2009). Bullying role classes
characterized by high rates of victimization or bullying would have higher rates of each type of
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emotion regulation difficulty and lower levels of student engagement than other bullying role
classes (Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Forero, McLellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999; Garner &
Hinton, 2010; Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kernic, 2005; Nansel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan,
Simons-Morton, & Scheidt, 2001). Finally, bullying role classes indicating no or very low levels
of involvement in any bullying participant role would have lower rates of each type of emotion
regulation difficulty and higher levels of student engagement than bulling role classes
characterized by high rates of victimization, bullying, or assisting (Boulton & Underwood, 1992;
Camodeca & Goossens, 2004; Forero, McLellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999; Garner & Hinton,
2010; Nansel et al., 2001; Williford, Boulton, & Jenson, 2014).

3. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association between bullying and student
engagement?

It was predicted that emotion regulation at Time Point 2 would partially mediate the
association between bullying at Time Point 2 and student engagement at Time Point 2. This
mediation was tested in a model that also predicted that bullying at Time Point 1 would predict
difficulties in emotion regulation at Time Point 1, which would in turn predict bullying at Time
Point 2. The effect of gender was also controlled. High rates of reactive aggression have been
positively correlated with poor emotional control (Marsee & Frick, 2007). Poor emotion
regulation may be an underlying mechanism for both bullying and low student engagement
(Garner & Hinton, 2010; Nansel et al., 2001; Pekrun, 2000; Ponitz, McClelland, Matthews, &
Morrison, 2009; Ramsden & Hubbard, 2002; Shields & Cicchetti, 2010) such that poor emotion
regulation may account for both a child’s bullying behavior and low student engagement.
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Additionally, students who bully also report being unhappy with school or having a negative
view of school climate (Forero, McLellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999; Nansel et al., 2001); both
attitudes are subsequently negatively associated with student engagement (Card & Hodges, 2008;
Pekrun, 2000). However, poor emotion regulation is not the only antecedent of bullying. In fact,
students who bully can have strong social and emotion regulation skills that they use to achieve
their goals (Pouwels et al., 2016; Sutton, Smith, & Swettenham, 1999), meaning bullying may
not always be associated with or cause emotional dysregulation that would interfere with student
engagement.

4. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association between victimization and student
engagement?

It was predicted that emotion regulation at Time Point 2 would mediate the association
between victimization at Time Point 2 and student engagement at Time Point 2. This mediation
was tested in a model that also predicted that victimization at Time Point 1 would predict
difficulties in emotion regulation at Time Point 1, which would in turn predict victimization at
Time Point 2. The effect of gender was also controlled. Victimization has been associated with
later emotional dysregulation (McLaughlin et al., 2009). Furthermore, the types of emotions
experienced by victims of bullying likely interfere with student engagement. For example,
victims of bullying report feeling sad or unhappy and lonely or like they do not belong at school
more often than other students (Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, &
Kernic, 2005). Such feelings will likely interfere with student engagement (Fredricks et al.,
2004; Pekrun et al., 2002).
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5. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association between assisting and student
engagement?

It was hypothesized that emotion regulation at Time Point 2 would mediate the
association between assisting at Time Point 2 and student engagement at Time Point 2. This
mediation was tested in a model that also predicted that assisting at Time Point 1 would predict
difficulties in emotion regulation at Time Point 1, which would in turn predict assisting at Time
Point 2. The effect of gender was also controlled. This mediation effect was predicted to be
similar to that for students who bully others. Specifically, because poor emotion regulation can
underlie both aggressive behavior and low student engagement, it was expected that emotion
regulation would mediate the association between assisting and student engagement. However,
because aggressive behavior is not reliant upon poor emotion regulation (Pouwels et al., 2016;
Sutton, Smith, Swettenham, & 1999), emotion regulation was only expected to partially mediate
the association between assisting and student engagement. Furthermore, the strength of the
mediation and the association between assisting and student engagement was expected to be
smaller than the strength of the associations when bullying is involved because students who
bully others demonstrate greater psychosocial maladjustment than assistants (Crapanzano et al.,
2011; Forero, McLellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999; Nansel et al., 2001).
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6. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association between defending and student
engagement?

It was predicted that emotion regulation at Time Point 2 would mediate the association
between defending at Time Point 2 and student engagement at Time Point 2. This mediation was
tested in a model that also predicted that defending at Time Point 1 would predict difficulties in
emotion regulation at Time Point 1, which would in turn predict defending at Time Point 2. The
effect of gender was also controlled. Like with bullying and assisting, emotion regulation skills
underlie both defending behavior and student engagement (Almeida et al., 2010; Bronson, 2000).
Unlike some students who bully or assist bullies, defenders commonly have strong emotion
regulation abilities (Almeida et al., 2010; Barhight, Hubbard, & Hyde, 2013; Maeda, 2003).
Students can defend others for various reasons. For instance, students may defend victims of
bullying because they empathize with their pain or they may defend victims of bullying in order
to gain social favor (Pöyhönen, Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 2010; Rieffe & Camodeca, 2016).
Empathy involves being aware of others’ emotions (Chapple & Johnson, 2007; Gratz & Roemer,
2004). Emotional awareness is a component of emotion regulation so the association between
emotional awareness and empathy could indicate that defending relies on strong emotion
regulation. Conscientiousness is also positively associated with defending, emotional awareness
and regulation, and work engagement (Bakker, Demerouti, & ten Brummelhuis, 2012). It was
suspected that the same emotion regulation skills that facilitate defending also facilitate student
engagement. Engaging in defending behavior utilizes, and likely strengthens, emotion regulation
skills that facilitate future defending and student engagement.
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7. Does emotion regulation ability mediate the association between outsider behavior and student
engagement?

It was predicted that emotion regulation ability at Time Point 2 would mediate the
association between outsider behavior at Time Point 2 and student engagement at Time Point 2.
This mediation was tested in a model that also predicted that outsider behavior at Time Point 1
would predict difficulties in emotion regulation at Time Point 1, which would in turn predict
outsider behavior at Time Point 2. The effect of gender was also controlled. As with the other
bullying roles discussed, the same emotion regulation skills that underlie outsider behavior
underlie student engagement as well. Outsiders are reported to experience empathy for victims of
bullying, yet choose not to engage in aggressive, assisting, or reinforcing behaviors, indicating
that they have some strong emotion regulation skills (Camodeca & Goossens, 2004; Rieffe &
Camodeca, 2016). However, outsiders also lack the social self-efficacy and initiation skills to
defend victims of bullying, suggesting that their emotion regulation skills are not as strong as
defenders’ (Almeida et al., 2010; Pöyhönen, Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 2010; Rieffe & Camodeca,
2016). It is expected that the same emotion regulation skills that underlie outsiders’ behavior
while bullying is going on underlie their student engagement. For instance, outsiders may not
participate in class discussions or volunteer an answer, reducing their levels of behavioral
engagement. Outsiders may also not engage in defending because they do not have any close
friends for whom they would put themselves at risk. A lack of close friends may interfere with
their feelings of school belonging and affective engagement. Witnessing bullying situations,
even without direct involvement, is associated with mental health risks (Cooper, Hoel, &
Faragher, 2004; Rivers, Poteat, Noret, & Ashurst, 2009). Engaging in defending may help

36

protect students from negative outcomes because defending provides opportunities for practicing
emotional regulation skills and positive social experiences. Repeated exposure to bullying as an
outsider may result in future emotional regulation difficulties.

CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Participants

Participants were 596 middle school students from a school in northern Illinois. A
comparable number of participants were from each grade (51.80% 6th graders, 48.20% 7th
graders [based on grade level during the fall of 2015]); 53.2% of the sample was male and
46.80% was female. The sample was 65.60% White, 15.30% Multiracial, 10.90% Hispanic,
4.20% Black, 3.00% Asian, and 0.70% Native American or Pacific Islander. According to the
Illinois Interactive Report Card, the school’s total enrollment for the 2015-2016 school year was
composed of 69.50% White, 13.20% Hispanic, 7.90% multiracial, 5.80% Black, 3.10% Asian,
and 0.50% American Indian students. Almost 16.4% of the students were low-income, 11.9%
had reported disabilities, and 1.2% were English language learners. Data were collected at two
time points, the fall of 2015 and the fall of 2016.
Seven hundred and seventy-eight students were in sixth or seventh grade during the fall
of 2015 and therefore eligible to complete the survey at both time points. A total of 107 cases
were removed because those students completed surveys at Time 1 but not at Time 2. Seventyfive cases were removed because those students completed surveys at Time 2 but not at Time 1.
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These students may have withdrawn from or not yet enrolled at the participating school, been
absent on the day of data collection, been withheld from participating by their parents, or failed
to provide assent to participate. A MANOVA was run to compare students who completed the
surveys at both time points to students who only completed the survey at one time point. These
groups did not differ across demographic variables (i.e., gender, grade, and ethnicity; F(3,697)=
0.61, p=.60, Pillai’s Trace = 0.03).

Measures

Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (DERS; Gratz & Roemer, 2004)

In order to assess emotion regulation ability, the DERS was administered. The DERS is
a student self-report measure of problems with emotion regulation in six areas: Awareness,
Nonacceptance, Clarity, Impulsivity, Strategies, and Goals. The Awareness subscale measures an
individual’s ability to recognize and attend to one’ s own emotions. An example item is, “When I
am upset, I acknowledge my feelings.” The Nonacceptance subscale represents the respondent’s
inability to accept negative emotions and one’s experience of negative secondary emotions in
response to distress. An example item is, “When I’m upset, I become embarrassed for feeling
that way.” The Clarity subscale reflects how well respondents understand their emotional
experiences. An example item is, “I have no idea how I am feeling.” The Impulsivity subscale is
a measure of the respondent’s difficulty maintaining self-control while experiencing negative
emotions. An example item is, “When I’m upset, I have difficulty controlling my behaviors.”
The Strategies subscale reflects the respondent’s feelings of hopelessness when it comes to
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regulating one’s emotions. An example item is, “When I’m upset, I believe that there is nothing I
can do to make myself feel better.” Finally, the Goals subscale represents difficulty
concentrating and focusing on tasks while experiencing negative emotions. An example item is,
“When I’m upset, I have difficulty focusing on other things” (Gratz & Roemer, 2004). Students
respond to 36 items using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Almost Never to 5 = Almost
Always. Some items are reverse scored. Higher scores on the DERS and each subscale indicate
greater difficulty with emotion regulation overall or in that particular manner, respectively. Low
scores overall and across each subscale indicate that the respondent does not experience the
specified difficulties in emotion regulation.
The DERS was developed with a sample of undergraduate students and has been
validated for use with middle-school-aged students. The measure’s psychometric properties are
not based on a normative sample, but analyses of the measure’s psychometric properties provide
evidence to support the reliability and validity of the scale. The DERS has demonstrated high
internal consistency, with alphas of .80-.91 for all subscales and .93 for the total scale (Gratz &
Roemer, 2004). Thirty-four of the 36 items had item-total correlations above r = .30, and all
item-total correlations ranged from r = .16 to r = .69 (Gratz & Roemer, 2004). DERS scores have
also demonstrated good test-retest reliability (pI =.88 for the total score and ranged from pI =.57
to pI =.89 for the subscale scores) over a period of 4-8 weeks, using a sample of college students
(Gratz & Roemer, 2004). DERS scores demonstrate a high level of construct validity. Overall
DERS scores correlated significantly and positively with experiential avoidance and significantly
and negatively with emotional expressivity (Gratz & Roemer, 2004).
A study conducted with adolescents found significant associations between DERS scores
and externalizing and internalizing problems (Neumann et al., 2010). Exploratory and
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confirmatory factor analyses of the DERS identified six latent factors, that corresponded to the
six proposed subscales of the DERS (Gratz & Roemer, 2004; Weinberg & Klonsky, 2009).
Eigenvalues ranged from 1.13 to 11.10, and each factor accounted for 3.14 to 30.85 percent of
the variance. Factor loadings ranged from .40 to 1.00 (Gratz & Roemer, 2004). Neumann and
colleagues (2010) conducted an exploratory factor analysis using an adolescent sample (aged 11
to 17 years old). In this study, factor loadings for all items ranged from .25 to 81, and
Chronbach’s alphas for each subscale ranged from .72 to .87 (Neumann et al., 2010). Another
group of researchers who used the DERS with a group of adolescents (aged 13-17 years old)
found the following internal consistencies for each subscale: Clarity= .76; Awareness= .77;
Nonacceptance= .86; Goals=.87; Impulse= .88; and Strategies= .89 (Weinberg & Klonsky,
2009). Chronbach’s alpha for the Total DERS Score was .93, indicating that the scale can be
used as a cohesive measure (Weinberg & Klonsky, 2009). Correlations among the subscales
have been found to be negligible to moderate, ranging from .04 to .68, implying that the
subscales assess unique, and sometimes related, constructs (Gratz & Roemer, 2004; Neumann et
al., 2010; Weinberg & Klonsky, 2009).
In the current sample, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed through Mplus
(Muthén & Muthén, 2007) on the 36 DERS questionnaire items. A six-factor model was
hypothesized. A total DERS score was modeled as a second-order latent factor. Maximum
likelihood robust estimation was employed because of the non-normal distribution of the DERS
subscales. The first-order model did not fit the data at Time 1 (N=568, χ2 (579)=1902.87, p<.001,
ratio=3.29; root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA]=.063; standardized root mean
square residual [SRMR]=.082; confirmatory fit index [CFI]=.835; Tucker-Lewis index
[TLI]=.820) or Time 2 (N=576, χ2 (579)=2134.57, p<.001, ratio=3.69; RMSEA=.06;
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SRMR=.091; CFI=.824; TLI=.808). The second-order model did not fit the data at Time 1
(N=568, χ2 (588)= 1935.98, p<.001, ratio=3.29; RMSEA=.064; SRMR=.085; CFI=.832;
TLI=.820) or Time 2 (N=576, χ2 (588)= 2217.67, p<.001, ratio=3.77; RMSEA=.069;
SRMR=.096; CFI=.815; TLI=.802). Although the factor analysis did not support the separation
of the DERS into the six expected subscales in this sample, internal consistency was found for
the Total DERS score, which was used in all regression analyses. Chronbach’s alpha for the
Total DERS score was .92.

Bully Participant Behavior Questionnaire (BPBQ; Summers & Demaray, 2008)

In order to assess bullying participant role behavior, the BPBQ was administered to all
student participants. The BPBQ is a student self-report measure of bullying role participant
behavior across five roles: Bully, Assistant, Victim, Defender, and Outsider. The Bully subscale
measures an individual’s frequency of engagement in aggressive acts directed toward peers (e.g.,
“I have pushed, punched, or slapped another student”). The Assistant subscale reflects how often
the respondent encourages, joins in with, or aids bullying (e.g., “When someone else tripped
another student on purpose, I laughed”). The Victim subscale measures the frequency with which
the respondent experiences acts of targeted aggression from a peer (e.g., “People have tried to
make others dislike me”). The Defender subscale is a measure of the respondent’s frequency of
engagement in behaviors that support victims of bullying (e.g., “I defended someone by telling
people that a rumor is not true”). Finally, the Outsider subscale represents how often the
respondent ignored or chose not to get involved with bullying situations (e.g., “I ignored it when
someone was calling another student bad names”). Students respond to 50 items using a 5-point
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Likert scale ranging from 1 = Never to 5 = 7 or More Times. Higher scores on each BPBQ
subscale indicate more frequent engagement in behaviors or experiences consistent with that
role. Low scores on each subscale indicate that the respondent is not engaged in the role’s
associated behaviors or experiences.
Psychometric support for the BPBQ is strong. This measure has demonstrated acceptable
to high levels of internal consistency, subscale-to-total correlations, and item-subscale
correlations (Demaray, Summers, Jenkins, & Becker, 2014). As also evidenced in the Demaray
et al. article, the factor structure was supported via exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis,
and preliminary evidence of validity was established through comparisons with subscales of the
Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC-2) and the Social Skills Rating System
(SSRS). See Demaray et al. (2014) for additional evidence of reliability and validity.
A confirmatory factor analysis was performed through Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2007)
on the 50 BPBQ questionnaire items using the current sample. A five-factor model was
hypothesized. Maximum likelihood robust estimation was employed because of the non-normal
distribution of the BPBQ subscales. The hypothesized model provided an adequate fit (i.e., two
of the four fit indices [i.e., RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, and TLI] met the minimum threshold for fit) to
the data at Time 1 (N=576, χ2 (1165)=2831.73, p<.001, ratio=2.43; RMSEA=.050; SRMR=.059;
CFI=.855; TLI=.848) and Time 2 (N=584, χ2 (1165)=3263.40, p<.001, ratio=2.80;
RMSEA=.056; SRMR=.052; CFI=.844; TLI=.836). Internal consistency values were strong for
each subscale, ranging from .88 to .96 for Time 1 and .89 to .96 for Time 2.
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School Engagement Scale (SES; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, Friedel, & Paris, 2005)

The School Engagement Scale was administered to obtain information about students’
engagement in school across three types: Affective, Cognitive, and Behavioral. It consists of 15
items designed to assess students’ behaviors and attitudes related to school. The Affective
Engagement scale consists of six items. The Cognitive Engagement scale consists of five items.
The Behavioral Engagement scale consists of four items. Each scale is scored separately. The
Affective Engagement score reflects the level of interest students have in school, the amount of
value they place on education, and amount of positive emotions students feel about school. An
example item that assesses affective engagement is, “I feel happy at school.” The Cognitive
Engagement score represents a student’s intrinsic motivation for learning. An example item that
assesses cognitive engagement is, “When I read a book, I ask myself questions to make sure I
understand what it is about.” Finally, the Behavioral Engagement score reflects the level with
which students participate in the school community and behave in ways consistent with school
rules. An example item used to assess behavioral engagement is, “When I am in class, I just
pretend I am working” (this item is reverse scored). Students respond to items using one of two
5-point Likert scales, including the following ranges and qualifiers: 1 = Never to 5 = All the Time
or 1= Not At All True to 5 = Very True.
Many of the items in the School Engagement scale were taken from existing measures of
motivation and classroom climate (Fredricks & McColskey et al., 2010). A standardization
sample does not exist for the SES, but the developers examined the reliability and validity of the
measure and its predecessor, the School Engagement Measure—MacArthur (Fredricks et al.,
2005). The measure demonstrates strong internal consistency. Cronbach’s alphas for each scale
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range from .55 to .86 (Fredricks & McColskey, 2012; Fredricks et al., 2010). Convergent validity
has also been established for the measure. For example, the developers and other researchers
found that self-reported levels of engagement from the survey correlated significantly and
positively with teacher rated participation and engagement, observations of student engagement,
school value and attachment, social skills, and class attendance (Fredricks et al., 2010).
Divergent validity has also been found for the scale; the engagement subscales correlated
negatively with externalizing behaviors (Fredricks et al., 2010). A factor analysis of the items
resulted in three scales (Affective, Cognitive, and Behavioral) that reflected the theoretical
framework (Fredricks et al., 2010). The survey items have been validated with upper elementary
school, urban, low-income, ethnically diverse students (Fredricks & McColskey, 2012).
In the current sample, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed through Mplus
(Muthén & Muthén, 2007) on the 15 SES questionnaire items. A three-factor model was
hypothesized. A total SES score was modeled as a second-order latent factor. Maximum
likelihood robust estimation was employed because of the non-normal distribution of the SES
subscales. The hypothesized model provided an adequate fit to the data at Time 1 (N=562, χ2
(87)=248.64, p<.001, ratio=2.86; RMSEA=.057; SRMR=0.45; CFI=.943; TLI=.931) and Time 2
(N=577, χ2 (87) =277.70, p<.001, ratio=3.19; RMSEA=.062; SRMR=.054; CFI=.928; TLI=.913).
The second-order model provided an adequate fit to the data at Time 1 (N=562, χ2 (87)=248.64,
p<.001, ratio=2.86; RMSEA=.057; SRMR=0.45; CFI=.943; TLI=.931) and Time 2 (N=577, χ2
(87)= 277.70, p<.001, ratio=3.19; RMSEA=.062; SRMR=.054; CFI=.928; TLI=.913). Although
the factor analysis did not strongly support the separation of the SES into the three expected
subscales in this sample, internal consistency was found for the Total SES score, which was used
in all regression analyses. Chronbach’s alpha for the Total SES score was .89.
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Procedure

Data were collected from groups of students as part of a school-wide evaluation during
one school day in the fall of 2015 and one school day in the fall of 2016. After providing assent,
students completed the surveys online using Qualtrics. District policies were followed regarding
parental knowledge and consent; specifically, parents were notified of the data collection via a
letter that explained the purpose of the data collection and its benefits and potential risks. Parents
were to notify the school’s office if they did not want their child(ren) to participate.
Each administration included three surveys, presented in a counterbalanced order, and a
brief demographics questionnaire (i.e., ethnicity, age, gender, grade level, and average grades)
and took about an hour to complete. Prior to each data collection, students were given a brief
overview of the study, procedures, and data storage practices. Students were also told that their
participation was voluntary and gave passive assent by beginning the survey. Approval from the
university’s Institutional Review Board was obtained to use the deidentified extant data from the
school evaluation for research purposes.

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Missing Data

The current sample included only students who completed surveys at both time points (N
= 596) and had only a small portion of missing data. Less than 0.5% of data was missing across
the demographic items. The DERS total score had 4.0% and 2.7% missing data at Time 1 and
Time 2, respectively. Its associated subscales each had less than 3.9% missing data at Time 1 and
2.8% missing at Time 2. The BPBQ’s associated subscales each had 5.2% or less missing data at
Time 1 and 2.2% or less missing at Time 2. Finally, the total SES score and all subscales each
had less than 5.4% missing data. All analyses were completed using the Mplus statistical
software, 5th version (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2007), which utilizes a robust method, maximum
likelihood estimation, to replace missing data before running analyses (Baraldi & Enders, 2010).
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Preliminary Analyses

Confirmatory factor analyses were conducted on the Difficulty in Emotion Regulation
Scale and the Student Engagement Scale to determine fit of these measures with this young
adolescent sample. The results of these tests are presented in the descriptions of the measures.
Means and standard deviations of all main variables for the total sample and separated by gender
are presented separately for each time point in Tables 1 and 2. Tables 3 and 4 display the
intercorrelations among study variables, separately for each time point. Finally, Table 5 displays
the results of a series of repeated-measures multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA)
conducted to investigate any potential Gender or Time differences (Time 1 versus Time 2) in
each of the variables. Box’s M test for equality of covariance was significant for all analyses.
Therefore, Pillai’s trace test was used to examine the significance of each omnibus effect.
For the two-way repeated MANOVA comparing DERS subscale and Total scores across
Gender and Time points, the between-subjects multivariate test for Gender differences (F(7,
546)=5.82, p<.001, Pillai’s trace = 0.07, partial η2 = .07) was significant, but the within-subjects
multivariate tests for Time differences (F(7, 546)=1.66, p=.12, Pillai’s trace = 0.02, partial η2 =
.02) and Time by Gender interaction effects (F(7, 546)=1.41, p=.20, Pillai’s trace = 0.02, partial
η2 = .02) were not significant. All univariate results are presented in Table 5. Boys reported
significantly higher Impulsivity (F(1, 552)=6.11, p=.01) and Awareness (F(1, 552)=8.69, p<.01)
scores on the DERS than did girls.
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variables at Time 1
Total

Boys

Girls

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Nonacceptance

1.94

0.88

1.94

0.88

1.93

0.92

Goals

2.68

1.11

2.68

1.11

2.69

1.16

Impulsivity

1.90

0.87

1.90

0.87

1.79

0.81

Awareness

2.89

0.90

2.89

0.90

2.78

0.86

Strategies

2.01

0.88

2.01

0.88

2.03

0.94

Clarity

2.13

0.77

2.13

0.77

2.12

0.77

Total Difficulty

2.60

0.72

2.60

0.72

2.56

0.77

1.25

0.41

1.25

0.41

1.20

0.34

Victimization

1.74

0.85

1.75

0.85

1.70

0.78

Assisting

1.11

0.26

1.11

0.26

1.08

0.17

Defending

2.20

1.07

2.20

1.07

2.21

1.04

Outsider Behavior

1.38

0.67

1.38

0.67

1.31

0.58

Affective Engagement

2.98

0.91

2.98

0.91

3.09

0.88

Cognitive Engagement

2.41

0.89

2.41

0.89

2.56

0.94

Behavioral Engagement

4.20

0.64

4.20

0.64

4.35

0.57

Total Engagement

3.12

0.68

3.12

0.68

3.25

0.68

Difficulty in Emotion Regulation

Bullying Participant Behavior
Questionnaire
Bullying

Student Engagement

Note. Total N=596 (Male n=305, Female n=291)
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variables at Time 2
Total

Boys

Girls

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Nonacceptance

1.88

0.93

1.88

0.92

1.91

0.94

Goals

2.65

1.09

2.65

1.04

2.76

1.13

Impulsivity

1.85

0.85

1.85

0.82

1.81

0.89

Awareness

3.00

1.00

3.00

1.02

2.91

0.96

Strategies

1.97

0.91

1.97

0.85

2.06

0.97

Clarity

2.11

0.85

2.11

0.84

2.15

0.85

Total Difficulty

2.58

0.78

2.58

0.72

2.60

0.84

1.31

0.51

1.31

0.51

1.24

0.38

Victimization

1.72

0.94

1.72

0.94

1.69

0.88

Assisting

1.13

0.34

1.13

0.34

1.09

0.21

Defending

1.99

0.97

1.99

0.97

2.02

0.95

Outsider Behavior

1.39

0.66

1.39

0.66

1.33

0.60

Affective Engagement

2.79

0.89

2.78

0.89

2.79

0.89

Cognitive Engagement

2.22

0.81

2.22

0.81

2.29

0.81

Behavioral Engagement

4.14

0.60

4.14

0.60

4.25

0.55

Total Engagement

2.96

0.63

2.96

0.3

3.02

0.62

Difficulty in Emotion Regulation

Bullying Participant Behavior
Questionnaire
Bullying

Student Engagement

Note. Total N=596 (Male n=305, Female n=291)

Table 3
Intercorrelations Among Study Variables at Time 1
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

1.

Nonacceptance

1

.52**

.49**

.12*

.70*

.37**

.76**

.21**

.26**

.15*

.16**

.10

-.11

-.18**

-.11

-.17**

2.

Goals

.48**

1

.60**

.15**

.61**

.36**

.76**

.32**

.18**

.15*

-.00

.13*

-.25**

-.27**

-.20**

-.29**

3.

Impulsivity

.51**

.50**

1

.20**

.68**

.38**

.77**

.37**

.27**

.21**

.05

.00

-.30**

-.32**

-.22**

-.34**

4.

Awareness

.03

-.08

.04

1

.27**

.45**

.48**

.12*

-.01

.06

-.18**

.05

-.24**

-30**

-.28**

-.34**

5.

Strategies

.19**

.62**

.65**

-.10**

1

.45**

.89**

.34**

.29**

.21**

.08

.12

-.29**

-.31**

-.23**

-.33**

6.

Clarity

.12*

.26**

.27**

.26**

.38**

1

.64**

.24**

.18**

.09

.06

.07

-.25**

-.21**

-.07

-.20**

7.

Total Difficulty

.21**

.70**

.78**

.21**

.86**

.57**

1

.37**

.28**

.21**

.04

.12

-.33**

-.36**

-.26**

-.38**

8.

Bullying

.17**

.14**

.30**

.04

.22*

.12*

.26**

1

.32**

.58**

-.14**

.32**

-.51**

-.37**

-.36**

-.48**

9.

Victimization

.32**

.30**

.32**

.08

.38**

.20**

.39**

.31**

1

.25**

.40**

.06

-.21**

-.01

.10

-.01

10.

Assisting

.06

.06

.16**

-.03

-.11

.14*

.15**

.65**

.24**

1

-.08

.37**

-.40**

-.32**

-.25**

-.37**

11.

Defending

.20**

.11

.09

-.21**

.15*

-.02

.09

.08

.29**

.05

1

-.06

.18**

.25**

.36**

.34**

12.

Outsider Behavior

.20**

.11

.16**

.03

.19**

.12*

.21**

.40**

.34**

.40**

.03

1

-.22**

-.25**

-.18**

-.26**

13.

Behavioral Eng.

-.05

-.12*

-.24**

-.27**

-.09

-.17**

-.24**

-.32**

-.16**

-.29**

.13**

-.19**

1

.48**

.38**

.65**

14.

Emotional Eng.

-.02

-.18**

-.16**

-.35**

-.11

-.14*

-.24**

-.23**

-.25**

-.18**

.04

-.25**

.46**

1

.58**

.89**

15.

Cognitive Eng.

-.15*

.11

-.13*

-.38**

-.03

-.07

-.14*

-.06

-.03

-.02

.32**

-.11

.32**

.56**

1

.85**

16.

Total Eng.

-.04

-.18**

-.20**

-.42**

-.09

-.15*

-.26**

-.24**

-.19**

-.18**

.19**

-.23**

.65**

.90**

.80**

1

Note. * p<.05; ** p<.01; correlations for boys are below the diagonal and correlations for girls are above the diagonal
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Table 4
Intercorrelations Among Study Variables at Time 2
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

1.

Nonacceptance

1

.56**

.57**

.23**

.74**

.61**

.81**

.19**

.35**

.08

.10

.08

-.15*

-.25**

-.01

-.18**

2.

Goals

.55**

1

.53**

.13*

.69**

.44**

.74**

.26**

.32**

.03

-.04

.14*

-.19**

-.29**

-.18**

-.29**

3.

Impulsivity

.55**

.55**

1

.24**

.74**

.53**

.79**

.30**

.43**

.22**

.08

.22**

-.29**

-.30**

-.16**

-.31**

4.

Awareness

-.12*

.06

.06

1

.26**

.48**

.50**

.19**

.13*

.06

-.02

.13*

-.31**

-.33**

-.21**

-.35**

5.

Strategies

.73**

.64**

.66**

.00

1

.64**

.91**

.33**

.52**

.14*

.12*

.22**

-.23**

-.28**

-.12*

-.27**

6.

Clarity

.39**

.26**

.35**

.35**

.40**

1

.79**

.22**

.32**

.13*

.06

.12

-.27**

-.25**

-.09

-.35**

7.

Total Difficulty

.76**

.72**

.77**

.31**

.86**

.64**

1

.33**

.47**

.14*

.08

.21**

-.32**

-.36**

-.16**

-.35**

8.

Bullying

-.00

.09

.15**

.13*

.12*

.09

.14*

1

.40**

.60**

-.00

.38**

-.38**

-.22**

-.29**

-.34**

9.

Victimization

.26**

.22**

.18**

.07

.33**

.22**

.32**

.44**

1

.24**

.33**

.20**

-.18**

-.15*

.01

-.12*

10.

Assisting

.02

.06

.19**

.08

.08

.06

.12**

.38**

.28**

1

-.04

.35**

-.24**

-.17**

-.6**

-.22**

11.

Defending

.13*

.04

.13*

-.13*

.10

-.05

.06

.09

.27**

.14*

1

-.05

-.00

-.06

.26**

.15**

12.

Outsider Behavior

.03

.06

.06

.19**

.05

.09

.12*

.38**

.26**

.28**

.05

1

-.21**

-.11

-.22**

-.21**

13.

Behavioral Eng.

05

.03

-.11

-.31**

-.05

-.13*

-.13**

-.33**

-.11

-.20**

.11

-.18**

1

.36**

.30**

.57**

14.

Emotional Eng.

.05

-.07

-.03

-.30**

-.06

-.15**

-.14**

-.29**

-.15**

-.18**

.13*

-.10

.40**

1

.55**

.90**

15.

Cognitive Eng.

.11

-.06

.05

-.22**

.01

-.03

-.04

-.11

-.06

-.09

.27**

-.06

.24**

.54**

1

.82**

16.

Total Eng.

.08

-.06

-.02

-.34**

-.05

-.14*

-.13*

-.30**

-.14**

-.19**

.22**

-.13*

.59**

.90**

.79**

1

Note. * p<.05; ** p<.01; correlations for boys are below the diagonal and correlations for girls are above the diagonal
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Table 5
Summary of Univariate Results from the Three Two-Way Repeated-Measure MANOVAs
Dependent Variable

Time
F-test (df)

Gender
F-test (df)

Time x Gender
F-test (df)

Nonacceptance1

4.13 (1,552)

0.06 (1,552)

0.99 (1,552)

Goals

0.94 (1,552)

1.94 (1,552)

6.70 (1,552)

Impulsivitym

3.62 (1,552)

6.11 (1,552)

4.32 (1,552)

Awareness2, m

7.43 (1,552)

8.69 (1,552)

0.03 (1,552)

Strategies

2.31 (1,552)

1.73 (1,552)

5.58 (1,552)

Clarity

0.05 (1,552)

0.18 (1,552)

0.91 (1,552)

Total Difficulty

1.08 (1,552)

0.13 (1,552)

6.24 (1,552)

Bullying2, m

7.06 (1,545)

12.94 (1,545)

1.30 (1,545)

Victimization

0.51 (1,545)

1.93 (1,545)

0.01 (1,545)

Assistingm

1.32 (1,545)

11.67 (1,545)

0.23 (1,545)

Defending1

16.32 (1,545)

0.59 (1,545)

<0.01 (1,545)

Outsider Behaviorm

<0.01 (1,545)

7.71 (1,545)

0.02 (1,545)

Affective Engagement1

36.63 (1,549)

2.77 (1,549)

6.58 (1,549)

Cognitive Engagement1, f

33.34 (1,549)

12.93 (1,549)

3.03 (1,549)

Behavioral Engagement1, f

14.04 (1,549)

29.82 (1,549)

0.66 (1,549)

Total Engagement1, f

53.75 (1, 549) 13.71 (1,549)

6.56 (1,549)

Difficulty in Emotion Regulation

Bullying Participant Behavior Questionnaire

Student Engagement

Note. Superscripts indicate which gender or time point corresponds with higher mean value for
that variable
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For the two-way repeated MANOVA comparing the BPBQ subscale scores across
Gender and Time points, the between-subjects multivariate test for Gender differences (F(5,
541)=3.49, p<.01, Pillai’s trace = 0.03, partial η2 = .03) was significant, as was the withinsubjects multivariate tests for Time differences (F(5, 541)=5.56, p<.001, Pillai’s trace = 0.05,
partial η2 = .05). The multivariate test for Time by Gender interaction effects (F(5, 541)=0.34,
p=.89, Pillai’s trace < .01, partial η2 < .01) was not significant. All univariate results are
presented in Table 5. Boys reported significantly higher Bullying (F(1, 545)=12.94, p<.001),
Assisting (F(1, 552)=11.67, p<.01), and Outsider Behavior (F(1, 552)=7.73, p<.01) scores on the
BPBQ than did girls. Bullying rates were significantly higher at Time 2 than at Time 1 (F(1,
545)=7.06, p<.01). Defending rates were significantly higher at Time 1 than at Time 2 (F(1,
545)=16.32, p<.001).
For the two-way repeated MANOVA comparing SES subscale and Total scores across
Gender and Time points, the between-subjects multivariate test for Gender differences (F(4,
546)=9.49, p<.001, Pillai’s trace = 0.06, partial η2 = .06) was significant, as was the withinsubjects multivariate tests for Time differences (F(4, 546)=13.50, p<.001, Pillai’s trace = 0.09,
partial η2 = .09). The multivariate test for Time by Gender interaction effects (F(4, 546)=2.13,
p=.08, Pillai’s trace = .02, partial η2 < .02) was not significant. Cognitive (F(1, 549)=33.34,
p<.001), Affective (F(1, 549)=36.63, p<.001), and Behavioral (F(1, 549)=14.04, p<.001)
Engagement as well as Total SES (F(1, 549)=53.75, p<.001) scores were significantly higher at
Time 1 than at Time 2. Girls reported significantly higher Cognitive (F(1, 549)=12.93, p<.001),
Behavioral (F(1, 549)=29.82, p<.001), and Total Engagement (F(1, 549)=13.71, p<.001) scores
on the SES than did boys. Univariate test results are displayed in detail in Table 5. Because
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several significant gender differences were found across the study variables, gender was included
as a moderator in many of the analyses.
Box plots of each variable were examined to detect univariate outliers. Chronic outliers
were identified among the Time 1 Bully, Assistant, Victim, and Outsider variables and the Time
2 Bully, Assistant, Defender, and Outsider variables. Because bullying role behaviors are not
expected to be normally distributed in the population and because chronic outliers were fairly
rare in the current sample (fewer than 5% of students), all scores were retained. Because
regression and MANOVA are generally robust to threats to normality with sample sizes greater
than 200, these analyses were run without any transformations.

Research Question 1

Using Mplus (Muthen & Muthen, 2005), A latent profile analysis (LPA) was performed
on the five BPBQ subscale scores (Bullying, Victimization, Assisting, Defending, and Outsider
Behavior) for each time point to identify bullying participant role classes. LPA is a statistical
method used to identify unobservable subgroups within a population. The goal is to categorize
people into profiles using observed items, in this case the BPBQ subscale scores (Nylund,
Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007).
The LPA was conducted utilizing maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard
errors (MLR). The following fit indices were utilized to determine the number of latent profiles:
bayesian information criterion (BIC), Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test (VLMR
LRT), bootstrap likelihood ratio test (bootstrap LRT), and entropy value. Models were
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considered to have converged if the maximum log likelihood was replicated at least five times.
Better model fit was determined by a lower BIC and higher entropy value (near 1.0) and
significant VLMR LRT and the bootstrap LRT tests. Both the VLMR LRT and the bootstrap
LRT test whether the current model profile size (K) being analyzed is significantly better than
one less profile size (K-1; e.g., whether four profiles [K] is significantly better than three profiles
[K-1]). Tables 6 and 7 present the fit results and subgroup prevalence (based upon probability)
for tested models for Time 1 and Time 2, respectively.

Table 6
Results of Latent Profile Analysis (N = 578) at Time 1
Solution

Log-

VLMR

Bootstrap

Entropy

LRT p

LRT p

value

Subgroup Prevalence %

BIC
profile

likelihood

1

-2496.09

5055.77

--

2

-2137.73

4377.22

.16

3

-1995.33

4130.57

4

-1873.96

3926.00

--

1

2

3

--

100

<.001

.99

96

04

.001

<.001

.96

82

14.5

3.5

.89

<.001

.96

82

10

06

Note. BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion, VLMR LRT = Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin
Likelihood Ratio Test, Bootstrap LRT = Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test.

4

02
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Table 7
Results of Latent Profile Analysis (N = 591) at Time 2
Solution

Log-

VLMR

Bootstrap

Entropy

LRT p

LRT p

value

Subgroup Prevalence %

BIC
profile

likelihood

1

-2837.15

5738.12

--

2

-2556.94

5215.99

.53

3

-2378.82

4898.05

4

-2262.38

4703.45

--

1

2

3

--

100

<.001

.99

97

03

.07

<.001

.97

86

12

02

.68

<.001

.96

82

10

06

4

02

Note. BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion, VLMR LRT = Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin
Likelihood Ratio Test, Bootstrap LRT = Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test.

For Time 1, based on the VLMR LRT, the four-profile model did not converge (i.e., the
best log-likelihood was not replicated). The three-profile model had good fit and was retained.
The retained profiles are displayed in Figure 1. In the final model of three latent profiles, the
profiles in order of largest to smallest could be described as: (a) Profile 1, Uninvolved (82%; n =
474); (b) Profile 2, Victim-Defenders (14.5%; n = 84); (c) Profile 3, Universally Involved (3.5%;
n = 20).
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BPBQ Subscale Frequency Score

Bullying Role Classes
5
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

Uninvolved (82%)
Victim-Defenders
(14.5%)
Universally Involved
(3.5%)

Figure 1. Retained bullying participant behavior roles from Time 1.

The three-profile model appeared to have the best fit at Time 2 as well and was selected
once again. The retained profiles for Time 2 are displayed in Figure 2. In the final model of three
latent profiles, the profiles in order of largest to smallest could be described as: (a) Profile 1,
Uninvolved (86%; n = 511); (b) Profile 2, Victim-Defenders (12%; n = 69); (c) Profile 3,
Universally Involved (2%; n = 11). Tables 8 and 9 present the demographic characteristics, mean
scores, and standard deviations for all independent and dependent variables for the Time 1 and
Time 2 bully role membership profiles, respectively.
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BPBQ Subscale Frequency Score

Bullying Role Classes
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

Figure 2. Retained bullying participant behavior roles from Time 2.

Uninvolved (86%)
Victim-Defenders (12%)
Universally Involved
(2%)
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Table 8
Characteristics of Bullying Role Membership Profiles at Time 1
Profile

Uninvolved

Victim-Defenders

Universally Involved

474

84

20

48.10%

47.60%

25.00%

Mean Bullying Score

1.21 (0.28)

1.18 (0.34)

2.47 (1.05)

Mean Assisting Score

1.07 (0.13)

1.06 (0.14)

2.18 (0.48)

Mean Victimization Score

1.60 (0.67)

2.33 (1.20)

2.77 (1.14)

Mean Defending Score

1.81 (0.57)

4.34 (0.59)

2.24 (0.95)

Mean Outsider Behavior Score

1.33 (0.56)

1.38 (0.80)

2.64 (1.13)

Mean Nonacceptance Score

1.87 (0.82)

2.25 (1.15)

2.35 (0.86)

Mean Goals Score

2.64 (1.10)

2.83 (1.22)

3.21 (1.06)

Mean Impulsivity Score

1.84 (0.82)

2.04 (0.97)

2.81 (1.10)

Mean Awareness Score

2.93 (0.87)

2.57 (0.97)

3.34 (0.95)

Mean Strategies Score

1.95 (0.82)

2.25 (1.06)

2.67 (1.11)

Mean Clarity Score

2.10 (0.75)

2.18 (0.79)

2.74 (0.70)

Mean Total Difficulty Score

2.55 (0.68)

2.72 (0.84)

3.30 (0.79)

Mean Affective Engagement Score

2.97 (0.87)

3.18 (0.97)

2.14 (0.98)

Mean Cognitive Engagement Score

2.33 (0.84)

2.93 (0.98)

2.13 (1.04)

Mean Behavioral Engagement Score

4.20 (0.61)

4.41 (0.57)

3.33 (0.77)

Mean Total Engagement Score

3.09 (0.65)

3.42 (0.72)

2.45 (0.81)

N
Percent Female

Note. Standard deviations follow means in parentheses; scores on all variables range from 1 to 5.
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Table 9
Characteristics of Bullying Role Membership Profiles at Time 2
Profile

Uninvolved

Victim-Defenders

Universally Involved

511

69

11

47.60%

43.50%

27.30%

Mean Bullying Score

1.22 (0.33)

1.78 (0.85)

2.69 (0.99)

Mean Assisting Score

1.09 (0.18)

1.16 (0.25)

2.95 (0.93)

Mean Victimization Score

1.42 (0.47)

3.76 (0.77)

3.00 (1.26)

Mean Defending Score

1.89 (0.89)

2.62 (1.20)

2.79 (0.98)

Mean Outsider Behavior Score

1.32 (0.56)

1.67 (0.89)

2.84 (1.28)

Mean Nonacceptance Score

1.80 (0.89)

2.41 (1.08)

2.12 (0.75)

Mean Goals Score

2.58 (1.06)

3.13 (1.27)

2.89 (0.72)

Mean Impulsivity Score

1.76 (0.79)

2.31 (1.00)

3.00 (1.10)

Mean Awareness Score

2.96 (0.97)

3.27 (1.12)

3.38 (0.83)

Mean Strategies Score

1.85 (0.82)

2.81 (1.13)

2.33 (0.60)

Mean Clarity Score

2.05 (0.81)

2.50 (1.00)

2.60 (0.95)

Mean Total Difficulty Score

2.48 (0.72)

3.18 (0.93)

3.13 (0.62)

Mean Affective Engagement Score

2.84 (0.87)

2.48 (0.99)

2.25 (0.82)

Mean Cognitive Engagement Score

2.24 (0.80)

2.13 (0.91)

2.08 (0.69)

Mean Behavioral Engagement Score

4.17 (0.60)

4.00 (0.57)

3.47 (0.80)

Mean Total Engagement Score

2.99 (0.61)

2.77 (0.71)

2.52 (0.55)

N
Percent Female

Note. Standard deviations follow means in parentheses; scores on all variables range from 1 to 5.
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Post-hoc Analyses for Research Question 1
Each participant’s Time 1 and Time 2 profile memberships were compared. If
participants changed profiles (e.g., from Uninvolved to Universally Involved), they were
assigned a change score of 1. If participants maintained membership in the same profile from
Time 1 to Time 2 (e.g., were part of the Victim-Defender group at each time point), they
received a change score of zero. The demographics of participants who changed bullying role
membership groups were compared to those who did not switch over time.
One hundred and twenty-nine participants’ (21.64% of the sample) bullying role
membership changed from the fall of 2015 to the fall of 2016. Forty-two students (7.04%)
changed from being Uninvolved to being Victim-Defenders from Time 1 to Time 2. Six students
(1.00%) changed from being Uninvolved to being Universally Involved. Sixty students (10.07%)
moved from the Victim-Defender group to the Uninvolved group, and three (0.503%) moved
from the Victim-Defender group to the Universally Involved group. Of students who were in the
Universally Involved group at Time 1, thirteen (2.18%) were in the Uninvolved group at Time 2
and five (0.80%) were in the Victim-Defender group.
Of those whose roles changed, 58.90% were male and 53.50% were in 6th grade in the
fall of 2015. The ethnic makeup of these participants seemed to mirror that of the whole sample;
60.20% were White, 14.80% were multiracial, 15.60% were Hispanic/Latino(a), 6.3% were
Black, 2.30% were Asian, and 0.80% were American Indian. On visual inspection, the
demographics of students who did not change bullying role membership were similar to those of
participants whose membership changed over time. In the former group, 51.00% were male;
51.20% were in 6th grade in the fall of 2016; and 67.60% were white, 15.10% were multiracial,
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9.70% were Hispanic/Latino(a), 3.4% were Black, 3.40% were Asian, and 0.70% were American
Indian. A MANOVA compared those who changed bullying role membership between time
points and those who did not on Gender, Grade, and Ethnicity. The MANOVA confirmed that
the two groups did not differ on the collected demographic variables (Wilk’s lambda= .99, F(6,
1178)= 0.75, p= .61 [Gender: F(2, 591) = 1.84, p= .16; Grade: F(2, 591) = 0.10, p= .91; and
Ethnicity: F(2, 591) = 0.40, p= .67]).

Research Question 2

Student Engagement

Two separate (i.e., one for each time point) two (Gender: Male, Female) by three (Bully
Role Profile: Uninvolved, Victims-Defenders, and Universally Involved) MANOVAs were
conducted in SPSS (IBM Corporation, 2013) using Bonferroni corrections (corrected alpha=
.025) to determine if student engagement differed across the bullying profiles identified by the
LPA at Time 1 and Time 2, respectively. Gender and Bullying Role Behavior Profile
membership were entered as the independent variables and Affective Engagement, Cognitive
Engagement, Behavioral Engagement, at Time 1 and Time 2, respectively, were entered as
continuous dependent variables.
For Time 1, the multivariate tests for Profile (F(6, 1092)=12.28, p<.001, Wilks’ lambda =
0.88, partial η2 = .06) and the Gender by Profile interaction (F(6, 1092)=2.44, p=.02, Wilks’
lambda =0.97, partial η2 = .01) were significant. The multivariate test for Gender (F(3,
546)=0.47, p=.70, Wilks’ lambda = 1.00, partial η2 < .01) was not significant.

63

Time 1. Tests of between-subjects effects for Time 1 indicated significant Profile
differences in each SES subscale (Affective Engagement: F(2, 548)=11.14, p<.001, partial η2 =
.04; Cognitive Engagement: F(2, 548)=18.60, p<.001, partial η2 = .06; and Behavioral
Engagement: F(2, 548)=20.75, p<.001, partial η2 = .07). The Gender by Profile interaction was
significant for Cognitive (F(2, 548)=4.53, p=.01, partial η2 = .02) and Affective Engagement
(F(2, 548)=3.87, p=.02, partial η2 = .01) but not for Behavioral Engagement (F(2, 548)=0.82,
p=.44, partial η2 < .01). Examination of plotted estimated marginal means of Cognitive and
Affective Engagement for girls and boys by Profile indicated that, for both types of engagement,
girls in the Uninvolved and Victim-Defender groups reported higher levels of engagement than
did boys. For the Universally Involved group, boys reported higher levels of both types of
engagement than did girls.
Scheffe’s post-hoc tests were used for follow-up comparisons between profiles. For
Affective Engagement, students in the Uninvolved and Victim-Defender groups reported
significantly higher scores than those in the Universally Involved group. Students in the VictimDefender group reported significantly higher Cognitive Engagement scores than students in the
Universally Involved or Uninvolved groups. For Behavioral Engagement, students in the VictimDefender group reported higher scores than students in both other groups, and students in the
Uninvolved group reported higher levels than students in the Universally Involved group.
Time 2. For Time 2, the multivariate test for Profile (F(6, 1140)=3.52, p<.01, Wilks’
lambda = 0.96, partial η2 = .02) was significant. The multivariate tests for Gender (F(3,
570)=0.56, p=.64, Wilks’ lambda = 1.00, partial η2 < .01) and the Gender by Profile interaction
(F(6, 1140)=0.57, p=.75, Wilks’ lambda =0.99, partial η2 < .01) were not significant.
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Follow-up ANOVAs for Time 2 indicated significant Profile differences in Affective
Engagement (F(2, 572)=5.98, p <.01, partial η2 = .02) and Behavioral Engagement (F(2,
572)=6.94, p<.01, partial η2 = .02). Significant effects were not found for Cognitive Engagement
(F(2, 572)=0.59, p=.55, partial η2 < .01). Scheffe’s post-hoc tests were used for follow-up
comparisons between profiles.
For Affective Engagement, students in the Uninvolved group reported significantly
higher scores than those in the Victim-Defender group. Uninvolved students reported
significantly higher Behavioral Engagement scores than students in the Universally Involved
group.

Emotion Regulation

Another two separate (i.e., one for each time point) two (Gender: Male, Female) by three
(Bully Role Profile: Uninvolved, Victims-Defenders, and Universally Involved) MANOVAs
were conducted in SPSS (IBM Corporation, 2013), using Bonferroni corrections (corrected
alpha= .025) to determine if emotion regulation difficulties differed across the bullying profiles
identified by the LPA at Time 1 and Time 2, respectively. Gender and Bullying Role Behavior
Profile membership were entered as the independent variables, and the six DERS subscales (i.e.,
Nonacceptance, Goals, Awareness, Impulsivity, Strategies, and Clarity) at Time 1 and Time 2,
respectively, were entered as continuous dependent variables. Box’s M test for equality of
covariance was significant for both analyses. Therefore, Pillai’s trace test was used to examine
the significance of each omnibus effect.
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For Time 1, the multivariate test for Profile (F(12, 1088)=4.73, p<.001, Pillai’s trace =
0.10, partial η2 = .05) was significant, but the multivariate test for Gender,(F(6, 544)=1.09,
p=.37, Pillai’s trace = 0.01, partial η2 = .01) and the Gender by Profile interaction
(F(12,1088)=0.96, p=.48, Pillai’s trace =0.02, partial η2 = .01) were not significant.
Time 1. Follow-up ANOVAs for Time 1 indicated significant Profile differences in each
DERS subscale score (Nonacceptance: F(2, 549)=9.34, p<.001, partial η2 = .03; Goals: F(2,
549)=4.69, p=.01, partial η2 = .02; Impulsivity: (2, 549)=14.48, p<.001, partial η2 = .05;
Awareness: F(2, 549)=7.76, p<.001, partial η2 = .03; Strategies: F(2, 549)=11.98, p<.001, partial
η2 = .04; and Clarity: F(2, 549)=7.12, p=.001, partial η2 = .02). Levene’s test for equality of
variances was significant for Nonacceptance, Impulsivity, and Strategies. Therefore, Scheffe’s
post-hoc tests were used for follow-up comparisons between profiles.
For Nonacceptance, Victim-Defenders reported significantly higher scores than
Uninvolved students. No significant differences between profiles were uncovered by post-hoc
tests for the Goals subscale. Universally Involved students reported significantly higher
Impulsivity scores than students in the Uninvolved and Victim-Defender groups. For the
Awareness subscale, Uninvolved students reported higher scores than did Victim-Defenders, as
did Universally Involved students. Students in the Victim-Defender and Universally Involved
groups reported significantly higher Strategies scores than did students in the Uninvolved group.
Students in the Universally Involved group reported higher Clarity scores than students in the
Uninvolved or Victim-Defender groups.
Time 2. For Time 2, the multivariate tests for Profile (F(12, 1132)=10.14, p<.001, Pillai’s
trace = 0.19, partial η2 = .10) and the Gender by Profile interaction (F(12, 1132)=2.25, p<.01,
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Pillai’s trace =0.05, partial η2 = .02) reached significance while the multivariate test for Gender
(F(6, 565)=1.66, p=.13, Pillai’s trace = 0.02, partial η2 = .02) did not.
Follow-up ANOVAs for Time 2 also indicated significant Profile differences in each
DERS subscale score (Nonacceptance: F(2, 570)=15.18, p<.001, partial η2 = .05; Goals: F(2,
570)=8.55, p<.001, partial η2 = .03; Impulsivity: (2, 570)=28.29 p<.001, partial η2 = .09;
Awareness: F(2, 570)=3.76, p=.02, partial η2 = .01; Strategies: F(2, 570)=42.21, p<.001, partial
η2 = .13; and Clarity: F(2, 570)=12.11, p<.001, partial η2 = .04). The Gender by Profile
interaction was only significant for Impulsivity (F(2, 570)=7.61, p<.01, partial η2 = .03) and
Strategies (F(2, 570)=5.29, p< .01, partial η2 = .02). Examination of plotted estimated marginal
means of Impulsivity and Strategies for girls and boys by Profile indicated that, for both
variables, girls in the Victim-Defender and Universally Involved groups reported higher levels of
emotion regulation difficulties than did boys. For the Uninvolved group, boys and girls had
similar scores on the Impulsivity and Strategies subscales.
Levene’s test for equality of variances was significant for Nonacceptance, Goals,
Impulsivity, and Strategies. Therefore, Scheffe’s post-hoc tests were used for follow-up
comparisons between profiles. For Nonacceptance, Victim-Defenders reported significantly
higher scores than Uninvolved students. Victim-Defenders also reported significantly higher
Goals scores than did students in the Uninvolved group. Students in the Universally Involved
and Victim-Defender groups reported significantly higher Impulsivity scores than did students in
the Uninvolved group, and students in the Universally Involved group reported higher levels of
Impulsivity than did students in the Victim-Defender group. Post-hoc tests did not uncover any
significant differences in Awareness scores between profiles. Students in the Victim-Defender

67

group reported significantly higher Strategies and Clarity scores than did students in the
Uninvolved group.

Research Question 3

Using MPlus (Muthen & Muthen, 2005), a path analysis was conducted to determine the
pathways by which bullying (at Time 1 and Time 2), difficulties in emotion regulation (at Time 1
and Time 2), and gender interact to predict student engagement at Time 2. The predicted model
is displayed in Figure 3. The adequacy of the structural model was tested using the chi-square
goodness-of-fit test. Associations among model variables were examined using standardized
estimates.

Figure 3. The complete model including Bullying from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS scores from
Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.
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The significant results of the path analysis with the standardized regression coefficients
are presented below in Figure 4. The predicted model had a good fit, with chi-square = 9.78 (df =
3, p = .02), RMSEA = .06; CFI = 0.99; TFI = 0.93; SRMR = .02. The full model predicting Time
2

2 Total Engagement was significant (R = 0.14, p < .001) and explained a medium portion of the
variance in Total Engagement at Time 2.

Figure 4. The significant associations among Bullying from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS scores
from Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.

69

Figure 4 indicates that, while controlling for Gender, Bullying at Time 1 was
significantly and positively associated with Total DERS score from Time 1 (β= 0.31, p < .001).
Bullying at Time 1 was significantly and positively associated with Bullying at Time 2 (β= 0.38,
p < .001) when controlling for Gender and Total DERS score from Time 1. Total DERS score
from Time 1 was significantly and positively associated with Total DERS score from Time 2 (β=
0.56, p < .001), while controlling for Gender and Bullying at Time 2, and Bullying at Time 2 (β=
0.10, p < .02), while controlling for Gender and Bullying at Time 1. Bullying at Time 2 had a
significant direct (β= -0.28, p < .001) and indirect (β= -.02, p = .03) effect on Total Engagement
at Time 2 with Total DERS score from Time 2 as the meditating variable, controlling for Gender.
Total DERS score from Time 2 had a significant and negative association with Total
Engagement at Time 2 (β= -0.18, p < .001), controlling for Gender and Bullying at Time 2.
The mediation effect of Total DERS score from Time 2 on the association between
Bullying at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2 was also investigated via a Sobel’s test.
This test was conducted using the unstandardized coefficients for the association between
Bullying at Time 2 and Total DERS score from Time 2 (a) and the association between Total
DERS score from Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2 (b) and their standard errors. The test
was significant (z = -2.11, p = .03), indicating that Total DERS score from Time 2 mediates the
association between Bullying at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2, when controlling for
Gender. A second Sobel’s test was run in the same manner to determine if Total DERS score
from Time 1 mediated the association between Bullying at Time 1 and Bullying at Time 2. This
test was significant (z = 2.17, p = .03), indicating that total emotion regulation difficulties is a
mediator in this relationship.
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Research Question 4

Using MPlus (Muthen & Muthen, 2005), a path analysis was conducted to determine the
pathways by which assisting (at Time 1 and Time 2), difficulties in emotion regulation (at Time
1 and Time 2), and gender interact to predict student engagement at Time 2. The predicted model
is displayed in Figure 5. The adequacy of the structural model was tested using the chi-square
goodness-of-fit test. Associations among model variables were examined using standardized
estimates.
The significant results of the path analysis with the standardized regression coefficients
are presented below in Figure 6. The predicted model had an adequate fit, with chi-square =
11.94 (df = 3, p < .01), RMSEA = .07; CFI = 0.97; TFI = 0.88; SRMR = .03. The full model
2

predicting Time 2 Total Engagement was significant (R = 0.10, p < .01) and explained a
moderate portion of the variance in Total Engagement at Time 2.
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Figure 5. The complete model including Assisting from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS scores from
Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.

Figure 6. The significant associations among Assisting from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS scores
from Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.
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Figure 6 indicates that, while controlling for Gender, Assisting at Time 1 was
significantly and positively associated with Total DERS score from Time 1 (β= 0.16, p < .001)
and Assisting at Time 2 (β= 0.28, p < .001) while also controlling for Total DERS score at Time
1. Total DERS score from Time 1 was significantly and positively associated with Total DERS
score from Time 2 (β= 0.58, p < .001) while controlling for Gender and Assisting at Time 2 and
Assisting at Time 2 (β= 0.06, p < .05) while controlling for Gender and Assisting at Time 1.
Assisting at Time 2 had a significant and negative (β= -0.17, p < .01) association with Total
Engagement at Time 2 while controlling for Gender and Total DERS score from Time 2. Total
DERS score from Time 2 had a significant and negative association with Total Engagement at
Time 2 (β= -0.22, p < .001), controlling for Gender. The indirect effect of Assisting at Time 2 on
Total Engagement at Time 2, with Total DERS score from Time 2 acting as the mediator, was
not significant (β= -.01, p = .07).
The mediation effect of Total DERS score from Time 2 on the association between
Assisting at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2 was also investigated via a Sobel’s test.
This test was conducted using the unstandardized coefficients for the association between
Assisting at Time 2 and Total DERS score from Time 2 (a) and the association between Total
DERS score from Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2(b) and their standard errors. The test
was not significant (z = -1.86, p = .06), indicating that Total DERS score from Time 2 does not
mediate the association between Assisting at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2 when
controlling for Gender.
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Research Question 5

Using MPlus (Muthen & Muthen, 2005), a path analysis was conducted to determine the
pathways by which victimization (at Time 1 and Time 2), difficulties in emotion regulation (at
Time 1 and Time 2), and gender interact to predict student engagement at Time 2. The predicted
model is displayed in Figure 7. The adequacy of the structural model was tested using the chisquare goodness-of-fit test. Associations among model variables were examined using
standardized estimates.

Figure 7. The complete model including Victimization from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS scores
from Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.
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The significant results of the path analysis with the standardized regression coefficients
are presented below in Figure 8. The predicted model had a good fit, with chi-square = 3.41 (df =
3, p = .33), RMSEA = .02; CFI = 1.00; TFI = 1.00; SRMR = .01. The full model predicting Time
2

2 Total Engagement was significant (R = 0.07, p < .01) and explained a small portion of the
variance in Total Engagement at Time 2.

Figure 8. The significant associations among Victimization from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS
scores from Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.

Figure 8 indicates that, while controlling for Gender, Victimization at Time 1 was
significantly and positively associated with Total DERS score from Time 1 (β= 0.34, p < .001).
While controlling for Gender and Total DERS score from Time 1, Victimization at Time 1 was
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significantly and positively associated with Victimization at Time 2 (β= 0.42, p < .001). Total
DERS score from Time 1 was significantly and positively associated with Total DERS score
from Time 2 (β= 0.51, p < .001), controlling for Victimization at Time 2, and Victimization at
Time 2 (β= 0.15, p < .01), controlling for Gender and Victimization at Time 1. Total DERS score
from Time 2 had a significant and negative association with Total Engagement at Time 2 (β= 0.23, p < .001), controlling for Gender and Victimization at Time 2. Victimization at Time 2 did
not have a significant association with Total Engagement at Time 2 (β= -0.103 p = .56),
controlling for Gender and Total DERS score from Time 2.
The mediation effect of Total DERS score from Time 2 on the association between
Victimization at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2 was also investigated via a Sobel’s
test. This test was conducted using the unstandardized coefficients for the association between
Victimization at Time 2 and Total DERS score from Time 2 (a) and the association between
Total DERS score from Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2(b) and their standard errors.
The test was not significant (z = -3.68, p < .001), indicating that Total DERS score from Time 2
mediates the association between Victimization at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2,
when controlling for Gender. A second Sobel’s test was run in the same manner to determine if
Total DERS score from Time 1 mediated the association between Victimization at Time 1 and
Victimization at Time 2. This test was significant (z = 3.14, p < .01), indicating that total
emotion regulation difficulties is a mediator in this relationship.
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Research Question 6

Using MPlus (Muthen & Muthen, 2005), a path analysis was conducted to determine the
pathways by which defending (at Time 1 and Time 2), difficulties in emotion regulation (at Time
1 and Time 2), and gender interact to predict student engagement at Time 2. The predicted model
is displayed in Figure 9. The adequacy of the structural model was tested using the chi-square
goodness-of-fit test. Associations among model variables were examined using standardized
estimates.
The significant results of the path analysis with the standardized regression coefficients
are presented below in Figure 10. The predicted model had an adequate fit, with chi-square =
9.53 (df = 3, p = .02), RMSEA = .06; CFI = 0.98; TFI = 0.92; SRMR = .02. The full model
2

predicting Time 2 Total Engagement was significant (R = 0.11, p < .001) and explained a
moderate portion of the variance in Total Engagement at Time 2.
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Figure 9. The complete model including Defending from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS scores
from Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.

Figure 10. The significant associations among Defending from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS
scores from Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.
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Figure 10 indicates that, while controlling for Gender and Total DERS score from Time
1, Defending at Time 1 was significantly and positively associated with Defending at Time 2 (β=
0.37, p < .001). Total DERS score from Time 1 was significantly and positively associated with
Total DERS score from Time 2 (β= 0.58, p < .001), controlling for Gender and Defending at
Time 2. Defending at Time 2 had a significant and positive (β= 0.20, p < .001) association with
Total Engagement at Time 2, controlling for Gender and Total DERS score from Time 2. Total
DERS score from Time 2 had a significant and negative association with Total Engagement at
Time 2 (β= -0.25, p < .001), controlling for Gender and Defending at Time 2. The indirect effect
of Defending at Time 2 on Total Engagement at Time 2, with Total DERS score from Time 2
acting as the mediator, was not significant (β= -.01, p = .07). While controlling for Gender,
Defending at Time 1 was not significantly associated with Total DERS score from Time 1 (β=
0.08, p = .10), nor was Defending at Time 2 significantly associated with Total DERS score
from Time 2 (β= 0.06, p = .14). Total DERS score from Time 1 was not significantly associated
with Defending at Time 2 (β= -0.01, p = .83), when controlling for Gender.
The mediation effect of Total DERS score from Time 2 on the association between
Defending at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2 was also investigated via a Sobel’s test.
This test was conducted using the unstandardized coefficients for the association between
Defending at Time 2 and Total DERS score from Time 2 (a) and the association between Total
DERS score from Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2(b) and their standard errors. The test
was significant (z = -1.44, p = .15), indicating that Total DERS score from Time 2 does not
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mediate the association between Defending at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2, when
controlling for Gender.

Research Question 7

Using MPlus (Muthen & Muthen, 2005), a path analysis was conducted to determine the
pathways by which outsider behavior (at Time 1 and Time 2), difficulties in emotion regulation
(at Time 1 and Time 2), and gender interact to predict student engagement at Time 2. The
predicted model is displayed in Figure 11. The adequacy of the structural model was tested using
the chi-square goodness-of-fit test. Associations among model variables were examined using
standardized estimates.

Figure 11. The complete model including Outsider Behavior from Times 1 and 2, Total DERS
scores from Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.
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The significant results of the path analysis with the standardized regression coefficients
are presented below in Figure 12. The predicted model had an adequate fit, with chi-square =
15.54 (df = 3, p < .01), RMSEA = .09; CFI = 0.96; TFI = 0.82; SRMR = .03. The full model
2

predicting Time 2 Total Engagement was significant (R = 0.08, p < .01) and explained a small
portion of the variance in Total Engagement at Time 2.

Figure 12. The significant associations among Outsider Behavior from Times 1 and 2, Total
DERS scores from Times 1 and 2, Gender, and Total Engagement at Time 2.

Figure 12 indicates that, while controlling for Gender, Outsider Behavior at Time 1 was
significantly and positively associated with Total DERS score from Time 1 (β= 0.16, p < .01).
While controlling for Gender and Total DERS score from Time 1, Outsider Behavior at Time 1
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was significantly and positively associated with Outsider Behavior at Time 2 (β= 0.22, p < .01).
Total DERS score from Time 1 was significantly and positively associated with Total DERS
score from Time 2 (β= 0.57, p < .001), controlling for Gender and Outsider Behavior at Time 2,
and Outsider Behavior at Time 2 (β= 0.10, p = .03), controlling for Gender and Outsider
Behavior at Time 1. Outsider Behavior at Time 2 had a significant direct (β= -0.13, p = .02) and
indirect (β= -.02, p = .02) effect on Total Engagement at Time 2 with Total DERS score from
Time 2 as the meditating variable, while controlling for Gender. Total DERS score from Time 2
had a significant and negative association with Total Engagement at Time 2 (β= -0.22, p < .001),
controlling for Gender and Outsider Behavior at Time 2.
The mediation effect of Total DERS score from Time 2 on the association between
Outsider Behavior at Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2 was also investigated via a Sobel’s
test. The test was conducted using the unstandardized coefficients for the association between
Outsider Behavior at Time 2 and Total DERS score from Time 2 (a) and the association between
Total DERS score from Time 2 and Total Engagement at Time 2(b) and their standard errors.
The test was significant (z = -.240, p = .02), indicating that Total DERS score from Time 2
mediates the association between Outsider Behavior and Total Engagement, when controlling for
Gender. A second Sobel’s test was run in the same manner to determine if Total DERS score
from Time 1 mediated the association between Outsider Behavior at Time 1 and Outsider
Behavior at Time 2. This test was not significant (z = 1.72, p = .08), indicating that total emotion
regulation difficulties is not a mediator in this relationship.

CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

Preliminary Analyses

The current study explored the associations among bullying role behavior, emotion
regulation, and student engagement in a sample of early adolescents from a midwestern school.
Data were collected at two time points (i.e., fall 2015 and fall 2016). One purpose of the current
study was to examine the student engagement and emotion regulation profiles of students
involved in various bullying roles. Additionally, the current study examined the associations
among five key bullying participant roles (i.e., bully, victim, defender, outsider, assistant) and
student engagement and tested whether emotion regulation plays a mediating role in these
associations. The role of gender was also explored in the associations among these variables.
Preliminary analyses were conducted to examine gender and time differences and
correlations among the study variables. Gender differences were found in difficulty in emotion
regulation subscales, bullying participant role behavior subscales, and student engagement
subscales. Bullying role behavior rates and student engagement rates also differed over time.
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Boys reported significantly more difficulty controlling their impulses while experiencing
negative emotions (i.e., Impulsivity) and more difficulty attending to and caring about (i.e.,
Awareness) their own feelings than did girls. Although researchers have not identified significant
gender differences in the Impulsivity subscale of the DERS (Gratz & Roemer, 2004; Neumann et
al., 2010), they have identified boys as more impulsive than girls (Chapple & Johnson, 2007;
Gaub & Carlson, 1997). Researchers have proposed that men may exhibit higher levels of
impulsivity because they engage in more sensation-seeking behavior and are less sensitive to
punishment than are women (Cross, Copping, & Campbell, 2011). Boys in this sample may have
reported higher levels of Impulsivity on the DERS scale because they are less likely to worry
about the consequences if they lose control of their behavior while they are upset. The finding
that boys are less attentive to and less valuing of their feelings (i.e., Awareness) than girls is
consistent with past research findings that indicate that women attend to emotions, value
emotions in daily life, and experience emotions more strongly than do men (van Middendorp et
al., 2005).
Boys also reported higher rates of bullying, assisting, and outsider behavior than did girls.
Researchers have identified boys as perpetrators or assistants of bullying at a higher rate than
girls (Goossens et al., 2006; Salmivalli et al., 1996) and in a sample of 801 students the
developers of the BPBQ found that boys reported higher levels of bullying and assisting than did
girls (Demaray, Summers, Jenkins, & Becker, 2014). The finding that boys reported higher rates
of outsider behavior than girls was surprising. Past researchers have found that girls are more
likely to be outsiders than boys (Goossens et al., 2006; Salmivalli et al., 1996).
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Finally, girls and boys differed significantly on levels of cognitive and behavioral
engagement and total student engagement levels. Specifically, girls reported higher levels of
behavioral engagement, cognitive engagement, and total engagement than did boys, patterns that
reflect previous findings (Gentry, Gable, & Rizza, 2002; Hughes et al., 2008).
Significant differences across time were found in bullying role behavior and student
engagement. Average rates of bullying were higher at Time 2 than at Time 1, which was
somewhat surprising because bullying rates are generally stable over time. However, Salmivalli
and colleagues also found that students’ bullying role behavior is better predicted by the behavior
of their current peers than by their own historical behavior (Salmivalli et al., 1998). The increase
in bullying over time may reflect a change in the school climate that encouraged or allowed
bullying. Interestingly, rates of defending were higher at Time 1 than at Time 2. It is possible
that a change in school climate could lead to an increase in bullying and decrease in defending at
the same time.
All levels of student engagement were higher at Time 1 than at Time 2. Rates of bullying
and defending may explain the change in student engagement levels over time. Because bullying
rates were significantly lower and defending rates were significantly higher at Time 1 than at
Time 2, it may be that the school climate was more positive during Time 1 than Time 2.
Perceptions of a negative school climate, including bullying, have been associated with a lower
commitment to school and less involvement in school activities (Mehta et al., 2013).
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Primary Analyses

The first research question examined the different profiles of bullying roles at each
timepoint. The LPA identified the same three classes of bullying role profiles at both time points.
The three distinct profiles of bullying roles identified were Uninvolved, Victim-Defenders, and
Universally Involved. The Uninvolved group had low rates (i.e., average Likert scores below 2)
across each of the five bullying role behaviors measured on the BPBQ (i.e., Bullying, Assisting,
Victimization, Defending, and Outsider Behavior). The Victim-Defender group had moderate to
high scores (i.e., average Likert scores above 2.25) on the Victimization and Defending
subscales of the BPBQ and low scores (i.e., average Likert scores below 2) on the remaining
scales. The Universally Involved group had moderate to high scores (i.e., average Likert scores
above 2) on each of the five subscales. A Likert score of 2 indicates that the behavior was
engaged in one to two times over the past month.
Researchers who have classified students into groups based on absence of involvement in
bullying, bullying, and experiences of victimization, identified distinct groups, including
bullies/aggressors, victims, bully/aggressor-victims, rarely involved students, and uninvolved
students (Betts, Gkimitzoudis, Spenser, & Baguley, 2016; Lovegrove, Henry, & Slater, 2012;
Williford, Brisson, Bender, Jenson, Forrest-Bank, 2011). The present study also identified a
group of uninvolved students, who, presumably, do not engage in any bullying participant roles
because they do not observe bullying. No published research has created groups of students
using rates of involvement in all bullying participant role behavior, so it is unknown how these
groups may change when defending, assisting, and outsider behavior are also considered.
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Research has indicated that students are likely to be engage in many bullying participant role
behaviors because bullying is a social process (Wu et al., 2016). For example, students who are
victimized may also bully others as a reactive defense mechanism or defend others from bullying
because they empathize with their experience (Huitsing & Veenstra, 2012). It may also be the
case that students defend their friends but ignore bullying when they see it happening to those
outside their in-group. Perhaps the social processes underlying bullying make it likely for
students involved in bullying to participate through all role types (i.e., be universally engaged).
Similar to students in the Universally Involved group, students in the Victim-Defender group
may also defend other victims because of strong feelings of empathy for their pain. Additionally,
students who defend others may experience victimization as a form of retaliation from the
aggressor (Huitsing & Veenstra, 2012). Perhaps what makes those in the Victim-Defender group
distinct from those in the Universally Involved group is that the former have high levels of moral
engagement that keep them from engaging in aggressive (i.e., bullying, assisting) or passive (i.e.,
outsider behavior) behaviors (Almeida, Correia, & Marinho, 2010).
Overall, a total of 21.64% of the sample changed profile membership groups from Time 1
to Time 2. Most of the students whose role changed moved from the Victim-Defender group at
Time 1 to the Uninvolved group at Time 2. Although some participants changed profile
membership over time, those whose role changed did not differ from those whose role did not
change on gender, grade, or ethnicity. This information supports the existing conclusion that
bullying involvement is fairly stable over time, with more than 75% of the current sample
maintaining similar behavior over the course of a year (Salmivalli et al., 1998).
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The second set of research questions examined whether student engagement and emotion
regulation difficulties differed across bullying role membership groups and gender for each time
point. It was hypothesized that bullying role classes characterized by high rates of defending
would have lower rates of each type of emotion regulation difficulties and higher rates of student
engagement than the other groups (Barhight, Hubbard, & Hyde, 2013; Janosz et al., 2008;
Maeda, 2003; Oh & Hazler, 2009) and bullying role classes characterized by high rates of
victimization or bullying would have higher rates of each type of emotion regulation difficulties
and lower levels of student engagement than other bullying role classes (Boulton & Underwood,
1992; Forero, McLellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999; Garner & Hinton, 2010; Glew, Fan, Katon,
Rivara, & Kernic, 2005; Nansel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan, Simons-Morton, & Scheidt, 2001).
Finally, bullying role classes indicating no or very low levels of involvement in any bullying
participant role would have lower rates of each type of emotion regulation difficulties and higher
levels of student engagement than bulling role classes characterized by high rates of
victimization, bullying, or assisting (Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Camodeca & Goossens,
2004; Forero, McLellan, Rissel, & Bauman, 1999; Garner & Hinton, 2010; Nansel et al., 2001;
Williford, Boulton, & Jenson, 2014).

Student Engagement Differences Across Bullying Role Profiles

In keeping with expectation, students in the Uninvolved group reported significantly
higher affective engagement than students in the Universally Involved group at Time 1 and the
Victim-Defender group at Time 2. These results support the prediction that students who are not
involved in bullying would report higher levels of engagement than students in bullying role
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classes characterized by high rates of victimization, bullying, and assisting. These findings
support past research that has found that bullying involvement is negatively associated with
emotional school engagement in adolescents (Li, Lynch, Kalvin, Liu, & Lerner, 2011) and that
students involved in bullying as bullies or victims also report lower levels of attachment or
belonging to school than students who are not involved through those roles (Cunningham, 2007;
Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996). Students who are involved in bullying, especially those involved
in the central roles of victim and bully, may feel that school is not a fun, happy, or enjoyable
place to be and may then lose interest in school and become bored. All of these behaviors
represent low levels of emotional engagement.
Group differences in behavioral engagement varied between Time 1 and Time 2 and did
not totally align with predictions. At Time 1, students in the Victim-Defender group reported
higher levels of behavioral engagement than both other groups, and students in the Uninvolved
group reported higher levels than the Universally Involved group. At Time 2, the Uninvolved
group reported higher scores than the Universally Involved group. These findings partially
support the predictions that students who defend others would report the highest levels of student
engagement and that students who are not involved in bullying would report higher levels of
student engagement than students who bully, assist those who bully, or are victimized. As
expected, students who were involved in bullying, especially those who experienced
victimization and perpetrated aggression against others, also reported lower levels of behavioral
engagement (i.e., following school rules or paying attention in class) than students uninvolved in
bullying through these roles (Li, Lynch, Kalvin, Liu, & Lerner, 2011) because victims feel
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distressed and disengage from school (Nishina, Juvonen, & Witkow, 2005) and perpetrators
might be more likely to disregard school rules.
Students in the Victim-Defender group reported higher levels of cognitive engagement
than both other groups at Time 1. No group differences in cognitive engagement were found at
Time 2. This finding partially supports the prediction that those reporting high levels of
defending would report higher levels of engagement than other groups. The finding is
confounded by the fact that members of this group report being victimized in addition to
defending others. Research has found that having a friend can buffer the stress associated with
being victimized (Hodges, Boivin, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 1999; Hodges, Malone, & Perry, 1997).
Perhaps members of the Victim-Defender group maintain supportive friendships through
defending and these relationships buffer the stress of being victimized, protecting their student
engagement. Members of the Universally Involved group may experience more distress than the
other groups because of the multitude of ways they are involved in bullying, and this high level
of distress may decrease their student engagement. Members of the Victim-Defender group may
report higher levels of cognitive engagement than students in the Uninvolved group because they
have more investment and willingness to be thoughtful and exert effort (defining features of
cognitive engagement; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, Friedel, & Paris, 2005). These same
characteristics may also prompt these students to engage in defending rather than passively
standing by when they observe bullying.
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Emotion Regulation Difference Across Bullying Role Profiles

Uninvolved students reported significantly lower scores on many of the DERS subscales
than the other groups at both time points. Specifically, Uninvolved students reported lower
scores on the Nonacceptance (at Time 1 and Time 2), Goals (at Time 2), Impulsivity (at Time 2),
Strategies (at Time 1 and Time 2) and Clarity (at Time 2) subscales than did the VictimDefender group. These results support the prediction that students uninvolved in bullying will
report fewer emotion regulation difficulties than students who experience victimization, bully
others, and/or assist those who bully and support prior research that has found that students who
bully and victims of bullying have several emotion regulation difficulties (Shields & Cicchetti,
2010).
Students in the Universally Involved group reported higher scores on the Impulsivity (at
Time 1 and Time 2) and Clarity (at Time 1) subscales than both the Victim-Defender and
Uninvolved groups. The Universally Involved group also reported higher scores on the
Awareness subscale than the Victim-Defender group (at Time 1) and higher scores on the
Strategies subscale than the Uninvolved group (at Time 1). These scores partially support the
prediction that students in groups with higher levels of defending would report fewer emotion
regulation difficulties than groups with high levels of victimization, bullying, and assisting.
Students in the Universally Involved group reported higher rates of bullying and assisting
behavior and difficulty with impulse control and clearly understanding their emotions than
students in the other groups. This suggests that students in the Universally Involved group may
engage in aggression because they are emotionally reactive, which is consistent with past
research on students who are victimized and engage in bullying (Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002;
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Schwartz et al., 2001). The Victim-Defender group had lower Awareness scores than the other
two groups, indicating that students who experience victimization and engage in defending, but
not aggressive behavior, may have better insight into how they are feeling than students who are
Universally Involved in bullying or who do not report involvement in bullying. This difference
in emotional awareness may be related to differences in empathy (i.e., awareness of how others
are feeling), which predicts defending (Rieffe & Camodeca, 2016). Unsurprisingly, Uninvolved
students reported less difficulty identifying appropriate emotion regulation coping skills than
students involved in bullying (i.e., the Universally Involved and Victim-Defender groups).

Emotion Regulation as a Mediator Between Bullying Role Behavior and Student
Engagement

As predicted, total difficulties in emotion regulation at Time 2 partially mediated the
association between bullying at Time 2 and student engagement at Time 2. Engagement in
bullying also predicted emotion regulation difficulties and subsequent engagement in bullying,
with emotion regulation difficulties partially mediating the relationship between bullying at Time
1 and Time 2. A study conducted with over 1,600 students in 6th to 8th grades found that
involvement in bullying and being friends with students who engaged in inappropriate social
behaviors were negatively associated with emotional and behavioral engagement. However,
these researchers did not examine the mechanisms that connected these constructs. Students aged
11 to 15 years who bully experience several social-emotional problems (Meland, Rydning,
Breidablik, & Ekeland, 2010). Social-emotional problems can interfere with student engagement.

92

The present study built on existing research to provide evidence that perpetrating bullying may
disrupt emotion regulation processes and subsequently negatively affect student engagement.
Engagement in bullying over time may also be explained, in part, by disruption in emotion
regulation processes.
Emotion regulation did not appear to serve as a mediator between assistant behavior and
student engagement. Both assisting and Total DERS scores from Time 2 were negatively
associated with total student engagement at Time 2, but the mediation effect of difficulty in
emotion regulation was only marginal. It was predicted that the associations among assisting,
student engagement, and difficulties in emotion regulation would be similar to those involving
engagement in bullying. However, it seems that assisting and difficulties in emotion regulation
may not be associated the same way as bullying and difficulties in emotion regulation.
Specifically, total difficulties in emotion regulation at Time 1 did not mediate the association
between assisting at Time 1 and Time 2, which suggests that there is not a cyclical relationship
between these two variables. Although assisting is associated with greater emotion regulation
difficulties, perhaps there are other variables that play a stronger role in the stability of assisting
over time and the negative outcomes (e.g., lower student engagement) associated with assisting.
It was found that total difficulties in emotion regulation at Time 2 fully mediated the
association between victimization at Time 2 and student engagement at Time 2. Past researchers
found that middle school students who were bullied were less engaged and earned lower grades
over three years (Juvonen, Wang, & Espinoza, 2011). These researchers did not examine the
directionality of this association. Other researchers found evidence for a cyclical relationship
between negative peer experiences and distress (Nishina, Juvonen, & Witkow, 2005). These
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researchers also found that being bullied at the beginning of 6th grade was associated with higher
absences and lower grades at the end of the year. Symptoms of psychological distress at the
beginning of the year raised the likelihood of students being bullied by the end of the year, which
was related to the same negative academic outcomes listed above. Additionally, past researchers
have found that the use of dysfunctional emotion regulation strategies partially mediated the
relationship between victimization at one time point and subsequent emotional problems
(Cosma, Haiduc, Balazsi, & Baban, 2014). The current study built on these past results by
finding that victimization at time 1 predicts victimization at Time 2 and difficulties in emotion
regulation at Time 1 and that emotion regulation at Time 1 predicts victimization at Time 2.
These results suggest that emotional difficulties and victimization may interact in a cyclical
manner and that the mechanism by which victimization affects student engagement appears to be
emotional regulation problems. This conclusion aligns with past findings that emotion
dysregulation in the form of internalizing problems mediates the association between
victimization and student engagement (Hoglund, 2007; McLaughlin, Hatzenbuehler, & Hilt,
2009). Overall, it seems that experiencing victimization may disrupt emotion regulation
processes, which then fosters internalizing problems that interfere with student engagement.
Contrary to expectation, total difficulties in emotion regulation at Time 2 did not mediate
the association between defending at Time 2 and student engagement at Time 2. In line with
previous research, defending was positively associated with student engagement. Defenders in
bullying situations have strong social-emotional skills and feelings of responsibility that likely
also foster good student engagement (Almeida et al., 2010; Bakker et al., 2012; Barhight et al.,
2013; Gini, 2006b; Maeda, 2003). Defending was not associated with total difficulties in emotion
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regulation at either time point. Although involvement in bullying, even as a defender, can put
students at risk for social-emotional problems, the present results indicate that engaging in
bullying scenarios by defending others may not have an impact on emotion regulation. Another
possible explanation for the nonsignificant mediating effect of total difficulties in emotion
regulation at Time 2 is that the association between defending and difficulties in emotion
regulation at both time points may be cancelled out because of a close correlation between
defending and victimization. The identified group profiles indicate that many of the students who
engage in defending also experience victimization. The direction of the association between
victimization and difficulties in emotion regulation is positive and the opposite of the direction
between defending and difficulties in emotion regulation, which is negative. Thus, the
association between co-occurring victimization and difficulties in emotion regulation may have
suppressed the association between defending and difficulties in victimization.
Total difficulties in emotion regulation at Time 2 partially mediated the association
between outsider behavior at Time 2 and student engagement at Time 2, as predicted. Outsider
behavior also predicted emotion regulation difficulties and subsequent engagement in bullying.
Emotion regulation difficulties at Time 1 predicted outsider behavior at Time 2 but did not
explain the relationship between outsider behavior at Time 1 and outsider behavior at Time 2.
These results lend some support to the conclusion that outsider behavior and emotion regulation
difficulties are cyclically related. The present findings also suggest that witnessing bullying
situations may disrupt emotion regulation processes and hinder student engagement. Past
research has found that witnessing school violence, even without active involvement, may have a
negative impact on students (Janosz et al., 2008). Students who engage in outsider behavior may
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have more emotion regulation problems following exposure to bullying because they do not
know how to manage the distress caused by the situation and do not take active problem-solving
steps (Mahady-Wilton et al., 2000).

Implications

The results of the current study have important implications for developing time-effective
and targeted interventions for bullying involvement. Specifically, school practitioners can
improve students’ well-being by understanding the emotion regulation difficulties and
engagement levels of different combination of bullying roles. School practitioners should also be
aware of the associations among bullying roles, emotion regulation difficulties, and student
engagement.
First, based on the current results, it may be useful for school staff to determine how
students are involved in bullying before planning interventions. Because students’ emotion
regulation and student engagement profiles differ based on their bullying role behavior, it
follows that students engaged in different roles may benefit from different social-emotional
interventions. Second, the results of the path analyses suggest that it may be particularly
effective for schools to teach students emotion regulation skills in an effort to prevent or lessen
negative outcomes (i.e., prolonged involvement through the victim, bully, and outsider roles, and
lowered student engagement) following involvement in bullying.
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Limitations

The current study has several limitations. First, though study variables were collected
over two time points to begin to explore the directionality of associations among the constructs
of interest, confounding variables may exist that limit assumptions of causality. Any attributions
of causality should be interpreted with caution. Future studies can address this limitation by
collecting data at more time points using a longitudinal design, allowing for the identification of
more stable trends.
A second limitation is that the ethnic makeup of the sample was fairly homogenous, with
over 65% White students. Because of cultural differences surrounding education and emotion,
White students may differ from students from other ethnic groups in rates of student
engagement, emotion regulation profiles, and gender differences among variables.
An additional limitation results from the study design. Students completed the surveys in
groups and were supervised by their classroom teacher rather than a member of the research
team. This scenario could mean that students’ responses may have been influenced by those
around them or that students may not have received needed clarification on any of the items from
someone with intimate knowledge of the surveys. The above results should be interpreted in light
of this limitation.
Confirmatory factor analyses were conducted on the DERS and SES to evaluate construct
validity of these measures. Factor analysis found an adequate fit for the three-factor structure of
the SES and a second-order model, in which the three SES subscale factors were indicators of
the higher order factor that represented the Total SES score. Factor analysis did not support the
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separation of the DERS into the six expected subscales in this sample or the second-order model,
in which the six DERS subscale factors were indicators of the higher order factor that
represented the Total DERS score. Although the inadequate fit of the DERS six-factor CFA
suggests that construct validity in this sample may be limited, internal consistency was found for
the Total DERS score, which was used in all regression analyses.
Additionally, the group comparisons were limited by the uneven group sizes across the
profiles and the small group size of the Universally Involved group. The small group size of the
Universally Involved group may have resulted in a large intragroup variability which may have
prevented group differences from being identified statistically. This limitation is especially
important to keep in mind when interpreting Gender by Profile interactions because, when split
by gender, the Universally Involved groups’ sizes are reduced to fifteen and five (at Time 1) and
three and eight (at Time 2). Future research should attempt to collect larger sample sizes to
address this limitation. Larger sample sizes will likely produce larger groups sizes that would
increase the power of the statistical analyses.
Finally, the clinical meaning of differences in rates of bullying involvement across the
identified profiles may be limited when the average scores on the BPBQ subscales differ by a
point or less. Each additional average point on a BPBQ subscale represents an increase of one to
two occurrences (of engagement in or experience of role behavior) per month for each of the ten
role behaviors/experiences measured per role. This would be an increase of ten to twenty
occurrences of involvement over the month. It is possible to endorse multiple BPBQ items for
involvement in a single bullying episode. Therefore, an increased score does not necessarily
indicate that the student was involved in more bullying episodes but still suggests a stronger
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involvement, which is likely related to worse social-emotional outcomes. An average score of
two on a BPBQ subscale indicates that the student engaged in or experienced each of the ten
behaviors/events associated with a role one or two times in the last month. That represents 20 to
30 occurrences of bullying role behavior over the last month. A student with this average BPBQ
subscale score is likely involved in bullying scenarios on a weekly basis. Students who
experience victimization weekly are considered frequent victims (Smith & Shu, 2000). Thus, in
the current study an average score of two was considered frequent involvement in bullying
through a particular role.

Future Directions

In this study, students from different bullying role groups had varied levels of student
engagement and emotion regulation difficulties. The groups’ differences were not consistent over
time, however; therefore, future research should examine if different combinations of bullying
role behaviors are frequently associated with specific patterns of emotion regulation skill mastery
and deficits or rates of student engagement. If consistent differences are found, future research
should explore whether different intervention programs are needed for students with different
combinations of bullying behavior roles. Future research should also explore the potential
protective role or resilience-building nature of defending. Specifically, researchers should
investigate whether defending diminishes or buffers against the negative outcomes associated
with bullying involvement through other roles (i.e., victim, bully). Future researchers may also
want to investigate latent profiles of bullying participation role behavior without the inclusion of
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victimization. Those who experience victimization are the targets of a social act, whereas the
other four roles can be described as agents of social actions. When separated along these lines,
the identified role profiles may differ when the active agent roles are examined along with
victimization.
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